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FOREWORD 



One of my highest priorities and a very central aspect of Conne cicut*s 
Challenge: An Agenda for Educational Equity and Excellence is the 
implementation of the statewide mastery testing program in mathematics and 
language art8» including listening, reading and writing, for grades four, six, 
and eight • The testing program is designed to assess specific skill levels of 
students by measuring performance on various learning objectives that students 
reasonably can be expected to have mastered by the end of grades three, five, 
and seven. 

The results of the Connecticut Mastery Test are useful in evaluating: 

o individual student performance in mathematics and language arts; 

o the effectiveness of instructional programs in mathematics and 
language arts; and 

o the effectiveness of the remedial assistance programs in mathematics 
and language arts. 

The Grade Eight Connecticut Mastery Test, given for the first time in the fall 
of 1986, provides valuable educational information which can be used to 
improve instruction and the basic skills of Connec'jicut's students. The test 
results have helped local districts to re-examine curriculum and to identify 
students who have not mastered certain skills. 

I encourage you to carefully review the mastery test results provided at the 
student, classroom and district levels. The Department is prepared to assist 
local school districts in the areas of curriculum and professional development. 
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LE6ISIATIVE BACKGROUND 



In June 1984 , the General Assembly of the State of Connecticut amended Section 
10-14 m-r of the Connecticut General Statutes, an act concerning Education 
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA) • This law provides that: 

o By May 1, 1985, each local or regional board of education shall 

develop and submit for State Board of Education approval, a new plan 
of educational evaluation and remedial assistance. Each plan is to 
address the following: 

o the use of student assessment results for instructional 
improvement; 

o • the identification of individual students in need of remedial 
assistance in language arts/reading, and mathematics; 

o the provision of remedial assistance co students with identified 
needs; and 

o the evaluation of the effectiveness of the instructional 
programs in language arts/reading, and mathematics. 

o The State Board of Education shall administer an annual statewide 
mastery test in language arts/reading, and mathematics to all 
fourth-, sixth-, and eighth-grade students. 

o Each student who scores below the statewide remedial standard on one 
or more parts of the eighth-grade mastery examination or the ninth 
grade proficiency test shall be retested. Starting in October 1987, 
these students shall be retested annually, using the eighth-grade 
mastery test, only in the deficient area(s) until such students score 
at or above the statewide remedial standard(s). 

o Biennially, each local or regional board of education shall submit to 
the State Board of Education a report which includes indicators of 
student achievement and instructional improvement. 

o On a regularly .-scheduled basis, the State Board of Education shall 

complete field assessments of the implementation of local EERA plans. 

o On an annual basis, test results and low income data shall be used to 
determine the distribution of available state funds to support 
remedial assistance programs. 

The purpose of this report is to summarize the development and 
implementation of the eighth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test. The mastery test 
assesses how well each student is performing on those skills identified by 
content experts and practicing educators as important for students entering 
eighth grade to have mastered. 



OVERVIEW OF THE MASTERY TEST DEVELOHfENT PROCESS 



In the spring of 1984, the Connecticut General Assembly amended the Education 
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA) legislation to authorize the 
creation of mastery tests in the basic skill areas of mathematics and language 
arts, including listening, reading and writing skills • The tests were to be 
established for grades 4, 6, and 8* 

The goals of the mastery testing program are: 

o earlier identification of students needing remedial education; 
o testing a more comprehensive range of academic skills; 
o setting high expectations and standards for student achievement; 
o more useful test achievement iaformation about students, schools and 
districts; 

0 improved assessment of suitable equal educational opportunities; and 
o continual monitoring of students in grades 4, 6, and 8. 

The type of test that best addresses these goals is a criterion-referenced 
test. Criterion-referenced tests are designed to assess the specific skill 
levels of students. Such tests usually cover relatively small units of 
content. Their scores have meaning in terms of what the student knows or can 
do. Test results are used to identify the areas of strengths and weaknesses 
of each student. 



Test Construction 

The development of the eighth-grade criterion-referenced mastery test required 
the formation of seven statewide advisory committees. These included the 
Mathematics and Language Arts Committees, the Psychometrics Committee, the 
Bias Committee, the Mastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee, and two 
standard-setting conrmlttees, one for mathematics and one for language arts. 
These committees were comprised of representatives from throughout the state. 
Members were selected for their area of expertise. Approximately 150 
Connecticut educators participated on the mastery test committees which met 
over 80 times over an 18-month period (see Acknowledgements, p. vii). 

Beginning in the spring of 1985, content committees in both language arts 
and mathematics participated in each stage of the test development process, 
including assisting the State Department of Education in the selection of the 
Psychological Corporation as its test contractor. First, the content 
committees reviewed the curriculum materials prevalent throughout the state 
and the scope of the national tests in use in Connecticut at the respective 
grade levels. Additional resources included the Connecticut curriculum guides 
in mathematics and language arts, developed in 1981, as well as the results of 
recent Connecticut Assessment of Educational Progress (CAEP) assessments in 
mathematics and language arts. Next, the committees identified sets of 
preliminary mathematics and language arts objectives which reflected existing 
curriculum materials and the goals of the mastery testing program. The 
content committees defined an objective as an ope rationalized learning outcome 
that was fairly narrow and clearly defined. 
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Four criteria wer used in identifying the appropriate learning outcomes 
or test objectives and in selecting specific test items to be included on the 
Grade 8 Connecticut Mastery Test. To have been considered for use, test 
objectives and items must have been: 

(1) significant and important; 

(2) development ally appropriate; 

(3) reasonable for most students to achieve; and 

(4) generally representative of what is taught in Connecticut schools. 

Once the objectives were identified, item specifications and/or sample 
items were written. Item specifications are written descriptions of the types 
and forms of test items that assess an objective. They also prescribe the 
types of answer choices that can be used with each item. 

After the test cpeclf ications were written and agreed upon, the test 
contractor wrote items and response choices for each of the objectives. The 
items were then reviewed by the content committees. Items which met the 
criteria of the test specifications and received the approval of the content 
committees were considered for the pilot test. Before testing, the Bias 
Committee reviewed each item for potential adverse discrimination of gender, 
race or ethnicity in the language or foraat of the question or response 
choices. After their review was completed, the pilot test forms were 
constructed. Over 1600 customized Connecticut items were included in the 
October 1935 Grade 8 pilot test In language arts and mathematics. 

The Psychometrics Committee provided advice concerning other aspects of 
the pilot test including the sampling design, statistical bias analysis, the 
design of item specifications, and pilot test administration procedures. The 
recommendations proposed by the Psychometrics Committee were reviewed and 
endozrsed by the Mastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee. 

Pilot Tests 

After the items had been reviewed, twelve test forms (six in mathematics > and 
six in language arts) were piloted for the Grade 8 test. The purpose of 
several pilot test forms was to enst:re that enough test items were included to 
construct three comparable test forms from the pilot test results. 

Over 8,000 Grade 8 students participated in the October 1985 pilot test. 
In January 1986, the pilot test results were made available to Connecticut 
State Department of Education (CSDE) staff. The process of selecting items to 
construct three comparable test forms began by the Bias Committee examining 
the pilot test statistics of each item for potential bias. As a result, some 
items were- eliminated from the item pool. From the remaining items, test 
forms were constructed to be equivalent in content and difficulty at both the 
objective and total test levels. 



Once the Iteas were sorted on this basis, the test contractor prepared 
three complete foms of the mathematics test and two complete forms of the 
language arts test* The'^e forms were approved by the content committees « 
Each form was created to be equal in difficulty and test length* A ttiird 
language arts test will bo constructed after a few additional items are 
piloted as part of a future test administration* The psychometric procedures 
used to construct these test forms focus i^rimarily on the use of the 
one-parameter latent trait model. 



Survey 

In October 1985, a survey of preliminary Grade 8 mastery test objectives was 
sent to over 4,000 Connecticut educators* The purpose of the survey was to 
determine (1) the Importance of the proposed mathematics am reading/language 
arts objectives; atui (2) whether the objectives were taught prior to the fall 
of grade 8* Approximately a 45% response rate was achieved which included 
approximately one-third of the respondents representing url:\n school 
districts* Thirty-Dlx out of the thirty-seven original objectives were judged 
to be Important learning skills or outcomes* 



Mastery Test Content 

MatlieMatlcs* The Mathematics Committee recommended a Grade 8 
mathematics test that assesscid thirty-six (36) specific objectives la four 
domains: (1) Conceptual Understanding; (7) Computatioual Skills; (3) Problem 
Solving/Applications; and (4) Heaauremenc/Geometry* There are four test items 
per objective for a total of 144 Items on the mathematics test* A detailed 
list of domains and objectives is given in Appendix A (p* 19)* 

Language Arts* The Language Arts committee recommended a 111 item 
Grade 8 language arts test that cover*" two domains: Reading/Listening, and 
Writing/Study Skills* The eleven (11) objectives recommended by the Language 
Arts Committee are presented in Appendix 6 (p* 23)* 

The general content aiea of Reading /Listening consisted of narrative, 
expository, and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring a 
student's ability in: (1) Literal Comprehension; (2) Inferential or 
Interpretive Comprehension; and (3) Critical or Evaluative Comprehension* 
Audiota'pes were used to assess students* listening coxppreheusion ability in: 
(1) Literal Comprehension and (2) Inferential and Evaluative Comprehension* 
The Degrees. of Reading Power (DRP) test was also used to assess reading* The 
DRP test included eleven (13) passages and seventy-seven (77) test Items. It 
i/as designed to measure a student* s ability to understa nonfiction English 
prose at different levels of reading ability* 



The general content area of Writing/Study Skille consisted of three 
components. First , there was a holistic writing sample where writing skills 
were directly assessed. Each student was asked to write a composition on a 
designated topic. Writing was then Judged on a student* s demonstrated ability 
to convey Information In a coherent and organized fashion. Second, the 
mechanics of good writing , which was defined as (1) Capitalization and 
Punctuation, (2) Spelling, (3) Agreement, and (4) Tone was assessed in a 
multiple choice format. Third, Study Skills were assessed through Locating 
Information and Notetaking /Out lining. Locating Information (Schedules, Maps, 
Index and Reference Use) measured a student* s ability to find and use 
information from the sources listed. Notetaking and Outlining tested a 
student* s ability to take notes and report information as well as complete 
missing outline information. A detailed list of objectives and number of 
items per objective is given in Appendix B (p. 23). 



SBTflNG MASTERY STANDARDS BY OBJECTIVE 

The essence of the Connecticut Mastery Test (GMT) is the estaKLlsfament of a 
specific mastery standard that accurately reflects students* knowledge and 
competency on each objective. The mastery test incorporates appropriate and 
challenging expectations for Connecticut public school students. The goal of 
the CMT Program is for each student to achieve mastery of all objectives. The 
objectives being tested %re identified as appropriate and reasonable for 
students at each of the grades tested. These tests are designed to measure a 
student* s performance ajgainst these specific objectives. 

The process of - estab*^ 1 shlng the mastery standards by objective used a 
statistical method that required two decisious to be operatlonalized. The 
first decision defined a student who mastered a particular skill as one who 
had a 95% chance of correctly answering each item within the objective. The 
second decision was that the specific cTtandard for each objective would 
identify 99% of the students who mastered the skill. For example, literal 
reading comprehension is measured by 8 questions. By applying the two 
decision niles stated above to a binomial distribution table, a student is 
identified as mastering the skill if he/she gets at least 6 of the 8 items 
correct. 

The mastery standards are as follows: 

o In mathematics, for each of the 36 objectives, a student must answer 
correctly at least 3 out of 4 items. 

o In language arts, for the eleven multiple choice objectives with 
varying numbers of items, a student must answer correctly the 
following number of items: 



^1. 
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# ITEMS CORRECT 
FOR MASTERY 

WRITING MECHANICS 



(1) Capitalization & Punctuation 


9 


out 


of 


12 


(2) Spelling 


0 


out 


of 


8 


(0} Agreement 


1 1 
11 


out 


or 


15 


(4) Tone 


3 


out 


of 


4 


STUDY SKILLS 










(5) Locating Information 


9 


out 


of 


12 


(6) Notetaklng and Outlining 


3 


out 


of 


4 


LISTENING COIPREHENSION 










(7) Literal 


3 


out 


of 


4 


(8) Inferential & Evaluative 


12 


out 


of 


16 


READING COMPREHENSION 










(9) Literal 


6 


out 


of 


8 


(10) Inferential 


10 


out 


of 


14 


(11) Evaluative 


10 


out 


of 


14 



No mastery levels were set for the two holistic language arts measures, 
the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test and Che Writing Sample, since these 
measures are not composed of objectives against which mastery could be 
assessed. 



Setting Keaedlal (Grant) Standards 

The Psychometrics Committee also considered alternative ways to set standards 
for grant and remedial purposes. Section 10-14 m-r of the CT General Statutes 
requires that the Connecticut State Board of Education establish statewide 
standards for remedial assistance in order to meet two responsibilities: 

to identify and monitor the progress of students in needt of remedial 
assistance in language arts/reading and mathematics as part of the 
EERA field assessments; and 

to distribute EERA funds based on the number of needy students 
statewide, as well as for use in the Chapter 2 and Priority School 
District Grants, 

The Psychometrics Committee advised setting the standards by the number of 
items correct because of important technical considerations in equating test 
forms. The committee conducted lengthy deliberations over the technical 
feasibility of establishing standards by the number of objectives passed but 
felt there were significant obstacles which could not be overcome. 
Standard-setting committees in mathematics and language arts/reading were 
convened in March 1986 to determine the grant/remedial standards. The 
standard-setting committees recommended the following remedial standards: 
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!• In mathematics I a student who answers fewer than 78 of the 144 Items 
(54Z) correctly Is required to receive further diagnosis by the local 
school district and» if necessary » to be provided with remedial 
assistance. 

2. In reading 9 a student whose Degrees of Readlrg Power (DRF) unit score 
Is lower than 55 Is required to receive further diagnosis and^ If 
necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance. 

3. In writing, a student receiving a total holistic score less than 4 Is 
required to receive further diagnosis by the local school district 
and, If necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance. 

The recommendations of the Psychometrlcs Committee and the 
Standard-Setting Committees were reviewed by the Hasteicy Test Implementation 
Advisory Committee In March 1J86. The Mastery Test Impler*^ntatlon Advisory 
Committee (MTIAC) endorsed the procedures used to establish the remedial 
standards with the clarification that the remedial standards should be 
considered broad indicators of student achievement and need. The 
crlterionr-referenced test is a valuable diagnostic tool used to help districts 
identify students in need of remedial asslstaixre, to target State Department 
of Education resources to those students most in need, and to provide useful 
information to local school districts for improving their curriculum and 
instructional programs. The MTIAC felt strongly that the data generated by 
the State Department of Education should not be used to compare performance 
among districts. 

The mastery and remedial standards were adopted, as recommended, by the 
State Board of Education on June 4, 1986. For a detailed explanation of the 
remedial standard-setting process, see Appendix C (p. 25). 



TEST ADKIFISTRATION AND Sa UNG 

Test sessions were conducted by local school district staff under the 
supervision of local test coordinators who had been trained by staff of the 
Department and The Psychological Corporation. A student who took all subtests 
participated in approximately eight hours of testing. 

The Grade 8 Mastery Test schedule allowed for three weeks of testing 
(including make-ups). This allowed local districts as much latitude as 
possible in adapting test administration to local conditions, in meeting 
students* needs, and in accommodating religious holidays that Occur during 
testing. Local plans for administration of the Grade 8 Mastery Test were 
acceptable if the following guidelines were met for all students: 
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Testing Guidelines; Grade 8 Connecticut Mastery Test 



a) The writing sample MUST occur on Tuesday , September 23 , 1986* 

b) Other testing must occur sometime between September 22 

and October 3, 1986, with make-up testing during the week of 
October 6-10. 

c) All eighth graders in a district must be tested on the same schedule* 

d) Testing must occur during the regular school day in a regular 
classroom setting. 

e) No more than two (2) testing sessions may be administered in one day 
with at least a fifteeix minute break between testing sessions (e.g., 
two a.m. sessions or one a.m. session and one p.m. session). 

f) Make-up sessions MUST conclude by Fridcy, October 10, 1986. 
Conditions '^d'* and "^e*" above must also hold for all make-^p sessions. 

The Grade 8 Connecticut Mastery Test had eight testing sessions. 

- Mathematics I (60 minutes) 

- Mathematics II (60 minutes) 

- Mathematics III (60 minutes) 

- Writing Sample (45 minutes) 

- Degrees of Reading Power (70 minutes) 

- Reading Comprehension (60 minutes) 

- Listening Comprehension (45 minutes) 
Writing Mechanics/Study Skills (60 minutes) 

At the conclusion of the make-up testing period, answer booklets were 
returned to National Computer Systems (NCS) of Iowa City, Iowa for optical 
scanning and scoring, and then organized in preparation for holistic scoring 
workshops • 



Scoring of the Language Arts and Mathematics Test 

The mathematics and language arts multiple-choice tests were machine-scored by 
NCS. Mathematics scores were reported for the total test as well as for 
mastery by each objective. Likewise, language arts scores were reported for 
the total test as well as for mastery of each objective. 



Scoring of the Writing Sanple 

The writing sample was scored by Connecticut elementary teachers using a 
technique known as the holistic scoring method. Holistic scoring is an 
impressionistic and quick scoring process that rates written products on the 
basis of their overall quality. It relies upon the scorers' trained 
understanding of the general features that determine distinct levels of 
achievement on a scale appropriate to the group of writing pieces being 
evaluated. 
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The major assumption upon which holistic scoring Is based Is that the 
quality of a piece of writing should be j!'dged on its overall success as a 
whole presentation^ rather than pn the quality of its component parts. 
Contributing to the rationale underlying holistic scoring is evidence that: 
(1) no aspect of writing skill can really be judged independently; (2) 
teachers can recognize and agree upon good writing when they see it regardless 
of how they describe writing ability; and (3) teachers will rate pieces of 
writing in much the same way regardless of any discrepant views they might 
hold about how particular conqionents of writing should be weighed • 

The procedure for holistic scoring is specific to the complete set of 
writing samples on a given topic that a group of scorers have been asked to 
evaluate. That is^ the scoring scale is based on the range of ability 
reflected in the particular set of writing samples being assessed. 

Preparation for scoring. Prior to the training/scoring sessions ^ a 
committee consistihg of Connecticut State l/cpartment: of Education (CSDE) 
consultants 9 representatives of the language arts committee and other language 
arts specialists^ two Chief Readers and project staff from Measurement Inc. of 
Durham, North Carolina, met and read a substantial number of essays drawn from 
the total pool of essays to be scored. Approximately 60 essays were selected 
to serve as •* range-finders'* or •'marker papers,** representing the range of 
achievement demonstrated in the total set of papers. Copies of those 
range-finders served as training papers during the scoring workshops which 
followed. Each range-finder paper was assigned a score according to a 
four-point scale, where 1 represented a poor paper and 4 represented a 
superior paper. 

Scoring vorkshope. During the month of November, eight holistic scoring 
workshops were held in two different locations in the state. Attendance at 
the grade eight scoring workshops totaled 210 teachers. A Chief Reader and 
two aesistaiits vere present at every workshop in addition to representatives 
of the CSDE. Each workshop consisted of a training session and a scoring 
session. 

The general procedure for a training session is described below. 

o Each training paper (range-finder) was studied in turn and 

trial-scored by all scorers. Scoring Judgments were independent, 
quick, immediate, and were based on the scorer* s overall impression 
of the paper. No fractional points on the score scale (1-4) were 
permissible. 

o After all scorers had scored the first four training papers, their 
Judgments w&re compared to the score assigned during the 
range-finding process. Any discrepancies were discussed. Through 
repeated discussions on succeeding training papers, scorers came to 
identify and internalize those features of written composition that 
distinguish the papers along the established range. This "holistic" 
process obviates the need to articulate explicitly the specific 
criteria that separate one score point from the next. 
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o Scorers were ^'calibrated" by ascertaining that they were making 
judgments consistent with one another and with the Chief Reader. 
Discussions about papers continued until agreement was reached on the 

scores of the training papers* 

* « 

Once scorers were calibrated, actual scoring of the writing exercises 
occurred. Each paper was read independently by two different scorers; that 
is, the second reader did not see the score assigned by the first reader. The 
Chief Reader was responsible for adjudicating any disagreement of more than 
one point between the judgments of the two scorers as well as any score in 
combination with a zero score. In other words, discrepancies of one point 
between scores (e.g., 4 and 3, 1 and 2, 2 and 3) were acceptable, but larger 
discrepancies (e.g., 2 and 4, 3 and 1, 1 and 4) had to be resolved by the 
Chief Reader. Once a paper was assigned two non-discrepant scores, the two 
scores would be summed to produce the final score for each student. The 
possible scale of summed scores ranged from a low of 2 to a high of 8. 

Understanding the holistic scores. Examples of actual student papers 
which are representative of the scoring range will assist the reader in 
understanding the statewide standard set for writing and interpreting the test 
results. Sample papers representing four different holistic scores are 
presented in Appendix D (p. 31). Note that the process of summing the scores 
assigned by the two readers expands the acoring scale to account for 
"borderline papers. A paper which receives a 4 from both scorers (for a 
total score of 8) is likely to be better than a paper to which one reader 
assigns a 4 and another reader assigns a 3 (for a total score of 7). In 
addition, it should be emphasized that each of the score points represents a 
range of student papers—some 4 papers are better than others. 

A score of zero (0) was assigned to student papers in certain cases. A 
score of 0 indicates that a paper is not scorable and, therefore, that the 
student* s writing skills remain to be assessed. The cases in which a score of 
0 was assigned were as follows: 

o responses merely repeated the assignment; 

o illegible responses; 

o blank responses; 

o responses in languages other than English; 

o responses that failed to address the assigned topic in any way; and/or 

o responses that were too brief to score accurately, but whicii 

demonstrated no signs of serious writing problems (for example, a 
response by a student who wrote the essay first on scratch paper and 
who failed to get very much of it recopied). 
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Both readers had to agree that a paper deserved a zero before this score 
was assigned* If the two readers disagreed » the Chief Reader arbitrated the 
discrepancy. Papers which were assigned a score of zero were not Included In 
summary reports of test results* 

Analytic Scoring 

All papers recelvlrg holistic scores below the remedial standard also received 
analytic scoring in five categories (traits): focus, organization, support/ 
elaboration, mechanics and sentence formation* Analytic scoring Is a 
thorough, tralt-by-tralt analysis of those components of a writing sample that 
are considered important to any piece of writing in any context. This scoring 
procedure can provide a comprehensive picture of a student* s writing 
performance if enough traits are analyzed. It can identify those traits that 
make a piece of writing effective or ineffective. However, the traits need to 
be explicit and well defined so that the raters understand and agree upon the 
basis for making judgments about the wrltiig sample. The analytic rating 
guide and sample marker papers for the analytic scoring are presented in 
Appendix E (p. 41). 



Scoring of the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) Test 

The scores reported are in DRP unlL scores. These scores identify the 
difficulty or readability level of prose that a student can read with 
comprehension. This makes it possible to match the difficulty of written 
materials wJ.th student ability. These scores can be better Interpreted by 
referring to the readability levels of some general reading materials as shown 
below: 

o Elementary textbooks (grades 7-9) - 54-65 DRP Units 

o Personality Section - teen magazines - 55 DRP Units 

o Adult General Interest Magazines - fiction - 60 DRP Units 

A much more extensive list of reading materials is contained and rated in 
the booklet Readability Report , Seventh Edition, published by The College 
Board . 

The conversion between DRP unit scores and raw scores can be made from the 
tabled values in The College Board's Degrees of Reading Power Form PB Series 
Conversion Tables, effectiw March, 1985. 



SCHOOL DISTRICT lEST RESULTS REPORTIIK; 

The QiT school district reports are designed to provide usfiful and 
comprehensive test achievement information about students, schools and 
districts. Four standard test reports are generated to assist teachers, 
principals, superintendents and parents to understand and use 
criterion-referenced test results. Appendix F (p. 47) presents samples of the 
school district and parent/student diagnostic score reports. 
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FALL 1986 STAIEHIDE MASTERY TEST RESULTS 



The Grade Eight Connecticut Mastery Test provides a comprehensive report card 
on how students perform on specific skills that Connecticut educators feel are 
important at the beginning of eighth grade* The mastery test is 
instructionally useful since it identifies areas of weakness, as well as areas 
of strength* 



Mathenatlcs 

In mat hematics,, eighth graders mastered an average of 23.7 objectives of the 
36 tested, or 65»8 percent^ The state's goal is that all students master 
every objective, or 100 percent. Chart 1 (p. 13) illustrates that, statewide, 
students demonstrated strong scores in the areas of basic computational skills 
(such as multiplication/division with whole numbers and addition/subtraction 
with whole numbers and decimals); rounding of whole numbers; and computing 
with calculators. However, students did not perform as well on items that 
assess computational skills with fraction?, and mixed numbers; measurement; and 
solving process problems involving the organization of data. 

A total of 35 percent of the students mastered 29 or more objectives on 
the mathematics test, and 4 percent mastered all 36 objectives (see 
Appendix 6, p. 61). 

Students getting fewer than 78 questions correct on the 144-question 
mathematics section (17%) were identified as needing further diagnosis and 
possible remedial instruction. 

Language Arts 

In language arts, eighth grade students averaged 7.5 objectives of the eleven 
tested, or 68.2 percent. The state's goal is that all students master every 
objective, or 100 percent. Chart 2 (p. 14) illustrates that while students 
did reasonably well on writing mechanics and on study skills, significant 
weaknesses were found in higher order inferential and evaluative reading 
comprehension and literal listening comprehension. A total of 48 percent of 
the students mastered nine or more objectives on the language arts test, which 
includes writing and reading skills, and 21 percent of the students mastered 
all eleven objectives (see Appendix 6, p. 61). 



In writing, eighth grade students averaged 5.0 points on a scale of 2 
through 8. The state's goal is that all students be able to produce an 
organized, well-supported piece of writing, that is, a score of 7 or 8. 
Chart 3 (p. 15) illustrates that 20 percent of the students produced an 
organized, well-supported piece of writing (a 7 or an 8 score), and an 
additional 39 percent produced a paper which is generally well organized (a 5 
or a 6 score). Another large group, 25 percent, scored a 4, which is defined 
as a -minimally proficient piece of writing." A total of 17 percent of the 
st»jdents scored a 2 or a 3, which is below the remedial standard. 
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MATHEMATICS: 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
OBJECTIVES MASTERED 




This bar chart illustrates the 
average number of mathemat* 
ics objectives mastered, 
statewide. 



MATHEMATICS: PLRCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY F0« EACH OBJECTIVE 
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PERCENT OF STUDENTS 



This bar chart ittustrates the percent of student!, statewide, who mastered each of the 36 mathematKS objectives. 
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UNGUAGE ARTS: 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
OBJECTIVES MASTERED 
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LANGUAGE ARTS: PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY FOR EACH OBJECTIVE 
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This bar chart Illustrates the 
average number of language 
arts objectives ipastered, 
Statewide, 



This bar chart illustratbs the percent of students, statewide, who mastered each of the eleven language arts objectives. 
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WRITING SAMPLE: 
AVERAGE HOUSnC SCORE 



WRITING SAMPLE: 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT EACH SCORE POINT 





This bar chart lilustrates the 
average holistic writing score 
of students* statewide. 



This bar chart Illustrates the distribution of students who received eacf holistic writing 
score, statewide. Holistic writing scores are interpreted as follows: a student who 
scores 7 or 8 has produced a paper which Is well written with developed suppor* 
tlve detail; a student who scores 5 or 6 has produced a paper which Is generally 
well organized with supportivo detail; a student who scores 4 is minimally profi- 
cient: and a student who scores 2 or 3 is in need of further diagnosis and possible 
remedial assistance. 



Chart 3 

Writing Sample: Percent of Students at Each Score Point 
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DEGREES OF READING 
POWER* (DRP)« : 
AVERAGE DRP 
UNIT SCORE 




This bar chart illustrates the 
average DRP unit score of stu* 
dents, statewide. 



DEGREES OF READING POWER* (DRP)» : 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT SELECTED RANGES OF DRP UNIT SCORES 



60-r- 



2 50H 
lU 
Q 
D 

o 



30-- 



20-- 



10-- 



57% 



27% 



16% 



54 AND BELOW 



55-61 

DRP UNIT SCORES 



62 AND ABOVE 



This bar chart lilurtrates the distribution of students, statewide, scoring In each 
of three Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) score categories. DRP score categories 
are interpreted as follows: a student who scores 62 DRP units or above can read, 
with high comprehension, materials which are typically used at grade 8 or above; 
a student who scores 55-61 urrits can read, with high comprehension, materials 
which are typically used below grade 8 but above the Remedial Standard; and a 
student who scores 54 DRP units or below is In need of further diagnosis and pos- 
sible remedial assistance. 



Chart 4 

Degrees of leading Power (I»P): Percent of Students 
At Selected Ecnges of DBP Unit Scores 
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In reading (Degrees of Reading Pover Test), eighth grade students 
averaged 61 DRP units on a scale of 15 through 99 • The utate^s goal Is that 
all students be able to read with high comprehension materials typically used 
at the eighth grade or above , that is, at least 62 on the DRP scale. Chart 4 
(p, 16) illustrates that 57 perct^nt of the students scored at least 62 on the 
reading section, 16 percent scored between 55 and 61, and 27 percent scored 
below 55, which is the remedial standard. The average score of 61 suggests 
that Connecticut eighth graders typically can read, with high comprehension, 
materials normally used up to grade 8, 

Test Sesults by District 

Appendix H (p. 65) aud Appendix I (p. 81) prese&t i listing of the mathematics 
and language arts test results, respectively, for Connecticut school 
districts. Sch -vl districts are listed alphabetically, followed by regional 
school districts. The Type of Community (TOC) designation in the second 
column indicates the group with which each district or school has been 
classified. A definition of the TOC classifications is provided in Appendix J 
(p. 89). 

Because the most valid comparisons for district scores are longitudinal 
within each district, the State Department of Education advises against making 
school district comparisons. The following caution should also u? noted: 

o It is not appropriate or meaningful to sum across the different tests 
and subtests because of differences in test length, mastery, and 
remedial i»tat]dards. These comparisons are inappropriate slDce it is 
impossible to identify, solely on the basis of the above information, 
how the average student has performed in the districts being 
compared. Average scores and standard deviations provide more 
appropriate comparative information on how well the average student is 
performing, although many factors may affect the comparability of 
these statistics as well. 

Participation Rate Results 

Appendix K (p. 91) presents the number of eighth-grade students in each 
district and the percents of students who participated in the grade eight 
mastery testing during the Fall 1986 statewide administration. The 
alphabetical listing of districts provides the follnving information for each 
district: 

Column 1 The name of the district. 

Column 2 The total eighth-grade population at the start of mastery 

testing. 

Column 3 The number of students eligible for testing. 

Column 4 The percent of total population exempted from testing. 

Columns 5-8 The percent of eligible students tested in each content 
area. 

The results in Appendix K illustrate that participation rates by school 
district on the eighth-grade GMT were quite high, with only a few exceptions* 
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APPENDIX A 
Grade Eight Mathematics Objectives 
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Grade Eight Mathematics Objectives 

The 36 objectives of the eighth grade mathematics test are listed below. There are 
four test items for each objective. 

CONCEPTUAL DNDERSTANDIHGS (44) 

1. Order fractions. 

2. Order decimals • 

3. Rouiid whole numbers. 

4. Round decimals to the nearest whole number, tenth, and hundredth. 

5. Multiply and divide whole numbers and decimals by by 10, 100, and 1000. 

6. Identify fractions, decimals, and percents from pictorial representations. 

7. Convert fractions to decimals and vice versa. 

8. Convert fractions and decimals to percents and vice versa. 

9. Identify points on number lines, scales, and grids. 

10. Identify ratios and fractional parts from given data. 

11. Identify an appropriate procedure for making estimates with decimals and 
fractions. 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS (40) 

12. Add and subtract whole numbers less than 10,000. 

13. Multiply and divide 2- and 3-digit whole numbers by 1- and 2-digit numbers. 

14. Add and subtract decimals (to hundredths) in horizontal form. 

15. Identify the correct placement of the decimal point in multiplication and 
division of decimals. 

16. Add and subtract fractions and mixed numbers. 

17. Multiply fractions and mixed numbers. 

18. Determine the percent of a number. 

19. Estimate sums and differences of whole numbers and decimals including 
making change. 

20. Estimate products and quotients of whole numbers and decimals. 

21. Estimate fractional parts and percents of whole numbers and money amounts. 
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PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS (with calculation available) (40) 

22 • Compute sums^ differences » products » and quotients using a calculator. 
23. Interpret graphs, tables and charts* 

24* Solve 1- and 2-8tep problems involving whole numbers and decimals 
including averaging. 

25. Solve 1- and 2-step problems involving fractions. 

26. Solve problems involving measurement. 

27. S' Ive problems involving elementary probability. 

28. Estimate a reasonable answer to a given problem. 

29. Solve problems with extraneous information. 

30. Identify needed information in problem situations. 

31. Solve process problems involving the organization of data. 
MEASURmE NT/GEOMETRY (20) 

32. Identify figures using geometric terms. 

33. Measure and determine perimeters and areas. 

34. Estimate lengths, areas, volumes, and angle measures. 

35. Select appropriate metric or customary units and measures. 

36. Make measurement conversions within systems. 



Performance on all 36 math objectives are reported at the student, classroom, 
school, district and state levels. 

(#) Number of items for each content area. 
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APPENDIX B 
Grade Eight Language Arts Objectives 
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Grade Eight Language Arts Objectives 

There are eleven language arts objectives and two holistic measures, one for 
reading and one for writing, within the eighth grade language arts test. 

Writing Mechanics (39) 

1. Capitalization and Punctuation (12) 

2. Spelling (8) 

3. Agreement (15) 

4. Tone (4) 

Study^sHITs'pjST 

5. Locating Information (12) 

6. Notetaking and Outlining (4) 



Listening Comprehension (20) 

7. Literal (4) 

8. Inferential & Evaluative (16) 



Reading Comprehension (36) 

9. Literal (8) 

10. Inferential (14) 

11. Evaluative (14) 



Degrees of Reading Power (77) 



Writing Sample (1) 

Holistic scoring provided for all students. Analytic scoring 
provided for students who score below the remedial standard of 4 
(on a scale of 2-8). 



Performance on all eleven Language Arts objectives, the Degrees of Reading 
Power, and the Writing Sample is reported at the student, classroom, school, 
district and state levels. 

(#)Number of items for each content area or objective. 
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Remedial (Grant) Standard-Setting Process 



Background 

There are several acceptable strategies for setting standards on 
criterion-referenced tests* Each of the proposed methods has one or more 
unique characteristics. One common element to the various methods is that 
they all offer to the individuals who are setting the standards some process 
which reduces the arbitrariness of the resulting standard. Different methods 
accomplish this in different ways. All methods systematize the standard- 
setting process so that the result accurately reflects the collective informed 
judgment of those setting the standard. 



Types of Standard-Setting Methods 

Standard-setting methods can generally be categorized into three types: test 
question review, individual performance review and group performance review* 
Test question review methods specify a procedure for standard setters to 
•"^rA*aairae--3«i-3J?-4:^5«tij5^ make a judgment about that question. For 

example , standard setters mlghPbe asked to rate the difficulty or the 
importance of each question* These judgments are then combined mathematically 
to produce a standard* Individual performance review methods also require 
standard setters to make judgments, but the judgments are made on the basis of 
examining data that indicate how well individual students perform on test 
items* These data may be based on actual pilot test results or projected 
results using mathematical theories* In this method, additional student 
Information, such as grades, may also be used to inform the standard setters. 
Group performance review methods provide for judgments to be made based on the 
perfDrmance of a reference group of students. That is, standard setters 
review the group performance and make a determination where the standard 
should be set be.sed on the group results. 



Selection of a Standard-Setting Method 

Several factors affect the choice of a particular standard-setting method. 
The type of test is one consideration. For example, some methods are only 
appropriate for multiple choice questions or for single correct answer 
questions while other methods are more flexible. For example, time 
constraints are a consideration if student performance data are necessary. In 
this case, a pilot test must be conducted and the test results must be 
analyzed pirlor to setting the standards. Another consideration is the 
relative importance of the decisions that will be made on the basis of the 
standard* For example, a classroom test affecting only a few students would 
not require as stringent a procedure as would a statewide test determining 
whether a student is allowed to graduate from high school. Other relevant 
factors include the number of test items, permaneiice of the standard, purpose 
of the test, and the extent of available financial and other resources to 
support the standard-setting process* 



On February 4, 1985, the Mastery Test Psychometrics Committee met to consider 
the issue of standard-setting procedures and voted unanimously to approve the 
following proposal* 



A PROPOSAL FOR SETTING THE REMEDIAL STANDARDS ON THE CONNECTICUT M. STERY TESTS 

1. Two standard-setting committees will be created: one for mathematics and 
one for reading and writing* . 

2. This description of a minimally proficient student will be given to each 
of the committees: 

Imagine a student who is just proficient enough in reading, writing, 
or mathematics to successfully participate in his/her regular 
eighth-grade coursework* 

3. A In mathematics, an adaptation of the Angoff procedure will be used* The 

committee will be provided with each item appearing on one form of the 
mathematics test* The committee will be given the following directions: 

Considcir a group of 100 of these students who are just proficient 
enough to be successful in regular eighth-grade coursework* How many 
of them would be expected to correctly answer each of the questions* 

The committee will rate each item* The committee will then be given the 
opportunity to discuss their rating of each item* Sample pilot data will 
be presented* Committee members will be given the opportunity to adjust 
their item ratings* The item ratings will then be avevaged in accordance 
with the Angoff procedure in order to produce a recommended test standard* 

3*B In reading, the committee will review and discus<3 each passage of the 
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test* Student performance data will be 
presented* The committee will consider the reading difficulty that should 
be expected of a student at the grade level being tested* The committee 
members will identify the passage that has the appropriate level of 
reading difficulty consistent with the above description of a minimally 
proficient student* 

3*0 In writing, the committee will read four sample essays* These essays will 
have been prescored holistically (on a scale from 2 to 8) in order to rank 
the quality of the essays* Committee members will classify essays into 
one of three categories: 1) definitely NOT proficient, 2) borderline, and 
3) definitely proficient* These classifications will be discussed in 
light of the holistic scores* The committee will then classify 
approximately twenty-five additional essays* The essay ratings will be 
discussed in the same manner as the original four essays* When all essays 
have been discussed, the essays which fell in the borderline category will 
be focused upon to determine the standard* The committee will determine 
where among the borderline essays, the standard should be established* 

4. The standards recommended in step 3 will be presented to the Mastery Test 
Implementation Advisory Committee for discuasion and action* 
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Connecticut's Strategy 



Several steps were employed to create an acceptable and valid test standard 
for Connecticut tests. Initially , a separate statklard-settlng committee was 
convened for each test on which standards are to be set* Individuals were 
chosen to serve as members on the committee on the basis of their familiarity 
with the area being assessed and the nature of the examinees* One source of 
such members is the test content committees related to the project* For 
example » members of the Mathematics Comiolttee were represented on the 
committee setting standards for the mathematics mastery test* 

The actual procedures used to set standards were an adaptation of a method 
proposed by William Angoff (1970). This test question review method required 
members of a standard-setting committee to estimate the probablllcy that a 
question would be correctly answered by examinees who possess no more than the 
minimally acceptable knowledge or skill In the areas being assessed* Standard 
setters then reviewed pilot test data for sample Items as further evidence of 
the appropriateness of the judgments being made* The original probability 
estimates assigned to each test question were reviewed and adjustments made by 
the standard setters. The final Individual Item probabilities were summed to 
yield a suggested test statklard for each member of the committee* The 
suggested standards were averaged across members of the committee to produce 
the recommended test standard* 

The recommended test standard was presented to the Mastery Test 
Implementation Advisory Committee and the State Board of Education* 

In mid-^arch. Mathematics and Language Arts Standard-Setting Committees 
met to set the remedial standards for the Grade Eight Mastery Test* The 
following information summarized the results of the standard-setting 
activities conducted by CSDE staff: 

I. Mathematics (144 item test) 

Using the procedures previously outlined , the standard setters rated each item 
and considered the pilot data. Committee members discussed items and were 
given the opportunity to adjust their initial ratings* The final ratings were 
averaged to produce a remedial standard* It is recommended that a raw score 
of 79 be the remedial mathematics standard* Below is a summary of the ratings* 

Procedure // Judges Range % Mean % Correct Raw Score 

Angoff 20 25*7-67*7 54 78 

II* Reading (Degrees of Reading Power » 77 item test) 

Standard setters used two procedures to establish a remedial reading 
standard* First, they examined the passages in the Degrees of Reading Power 
(DRP) test, asking themselves which passage is too difficult for the student 
who is just proficient enough to successfully participate in eighth-grade 
coursework* Discussion occurred throughout this selection process* 



Second, they examined textbooks which are typically used In grades 7 and 8 
and selected those textbooks which a mlnltoally proficient student would not be 
expected to read In order to successfully participate In eighth-grade 
coursework. Discussion occurred throughout this selection process • 

The average readability values of the selected passages and textbooks and 
the pilot test data were then revealed to the standard setters • The standard 
setters discussed the readability values and the pilot test data and 
recommended the DRP unit score of 55 as the remedial standard. The standard 
was accepted by the State Board of Education at the 80% comprehension level. 
Below is a summary of the ratings. 



Procedure // Judges 

A. Test Passage Review 26 

B. Textbook Review 26 



III. Writing (45 minute writing sample) 

Using the procedure previously outlined, standard setters read and rated 21 
essays written to a persuasive prompt and 21 essays written to an expository 
prompt. After discussions and final ratings, the holistic scores for the 
papers were revealed to the group. The committee than discussed the 
appropriate remedial writing standard in light of the degree to which their 
ratings matched the holistic scores. It was the recommendation of the 
committee that a holistic writing score )f 4 be used as the remedial writing 
standard. Below is a summary of the ratings. 



PERSUASIVE PRC^PT 

Rating After Discussion 

Holistic Definitely Definitely 

Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient 

2 100% 0% 0%~ 

3 69% 0% 31% 

4 27% 1% 72% 

5 0% 0% 100% 

6 6% 0% 94% 

7 1% 0% 99% 

8 0% 0% 100% 



EXPOSITORY PRCMPT 

Rating After Discussion 

Holistic Definitely Definitely 
Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient 

2 100% 0% 0% 

3 99% 0% 1% 

4 17% 1% 82% 

5 22% 0% 78% 

6 0% 0% 100% 

7 0% 0% 100% 

8 0% ^ 0% 100% 

-2^" 36 



Readability Recommended 
Range Remedial Standard 

53-62 DRP Units 

55 DRP Units 

48-60 DRP Units 



LANGUAGE ARTS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE 

Dell Brltt, Newtova Public Schools 
Fred Brucoli, New London Public Schools 
^Patricia Dobson, Stafford Public Schools 
Donald Falcettl, Litchfield Public Schools 
Bill Farr,' Bolton Public Schools 
James Foley, Waterbury Public Schools 
Dorotlqr French, Litchfield Public Schools 
Marguerite Fuller, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Sara Godek, Stafford Public Schools 
Nina Grecenko, Newtown Public Schools 
Mary. Haylon, Hartford Public Schools 
Karen Karcheskl, Danbury Public Schools 
Jean Klein, Newtown Public Schools 
Mark Krlstoff , New London Public Schools 
Thomas Lane, Old Say brook Public Schools 
Lucretla Leeves, Hartford Public Schools 
Edward Moore, Danbury Public Schools 
Mary Murray, Putnam Public Schools 
Dick Nelson, Old Saybrook Public Schools 
Olive S. Nlles, E^ist Hartford Public Schools 
Anne L. Rash, Bolton Public Schools 
Bemlce Wagge, Waterbury Public Schools 
Mary Wilson, Hartford Public Schools 
Barbara Zamagnl, Putnam Public Schools 
Robet-r Kinder, GT State Department of Education 
Mary Walnland, CT State Department of Education 



MATHEMATICS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTUE 

Barbara Bailey, New Haven Public Schools 
Pat Banning, Windham Public Schools 
George Caouette, Manchester Public Schools 
Pearl Caouette, Manchester Public Schools 
Toi^ Dltrlo, Norwalk Public Schools 
Don Flls, West Hartford Public Schools 
Marian Frasclno, Norwalk Public Schools 
Charles Framularo, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Sheryl Hershonick, New Haven Public Schools 
MaWLe McCarthy, Mlddletown Public Schools 
Mlchele Nahas, Windham Public Schools 
Judy Narveson, Fatmlngton Public Schools 
Mary Ann Papa, West Hartford Public Schools 
Jim Pinto, Bloomfleld Public Schools 
Helen PrescJtt, Ashford Public Schools 
Dolores Vecchiarelll, Westport Public Schools 
Sylvia Webb, Mlddletown Public Schools 
Frank Whlttaker, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Betsy Carter, CT State Department of Education 
Steve Lelnwand, CT State Department of Education 
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CONNf CPCUT MASTCKY TIST ORAOE • WaiTlNC SAMPLE 



rftlti^ . /fP; ^i.-UO .inrtA nt^rirA U iv^y^ ri/^t 



Qj^nryrrr^-hA Ji)n^;f^rf /,,,rs JaJ 



^nff^ -ihv^Prri -Hp/a ^ ^iim/Hi^^'^ J> 
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There ts clcjr ^<ldence tftl» fiudent saw the proapt: howcv«r, rcsponic ic ^ 
xliscusslon of An cUetlon. Th«re it no support of a slnsU CAndlddce. 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST ORADE « WWTINO SAMPLE 



t\/App<Q>^' tljA/ ^.pfar ^i,^?. ^A)j/f Ttrrj. 

jawrr^ -Trr/V^ 

jCle2^j, PA^ere rJ^ hV/^ / ^ y^P 




^1 hict.nf. - 





Score Point: 1 

ThU response Is ari attcopt to respond to the task, but thcr * 
Is no sustained discourse. It reads like an outline oi a spe ech - 
Additional clarificat ion or soae transitional Ilnk<>ni if needed 
for a nlgher score. 
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CONNECTICUT ;^ASTERY TEST 



GRADE 6 



WRITING SAMPLE 



hnij^ /Jyiy Jyej^ f.nu 




Score Point: 2 



Although this paper has no more Information than the previous 



paper. It has the needed transitions which create sustained 



discourse. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTCR Y TEST QflAOE I 



WRITING <AMPU 





9 


0 




-7 



/ I 



A-A — C^WO C 



4^ 



^^l^J±> <Vt^^ V --f, 
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C yyyyj. ^ . 



Score Point: 2 

This response has a nmber of points. Most are vague, but 
give his hardest and a late bus have some clarification. 



I 
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CONNECTICUT ftUSTEHy TEST GRADE I WRITING SAMPLE | J] ^ 0| Jfj 

Sw Point; 2 



^ pjcre arc a nuober points. The trouble Idea Is clarified, a is the afier 
scr^ool activities polt ^. What the candidate can't do enhances the r^srcnse but is 
nc =ore th\\:z Ust of specifics. The i>isaons€k r.ccds additional deciils for a 



, T u/icli 4o yin>y7f'nQ7f- JfYlih^ .hie ujill 

go — Ai?c4 jr^ <:i^m ennp n,j4- rso 

/y. f^j// »^^^^ eA/Prr jrsn^ like &y^^^ 



nr j(i ^4- hahnlrirj nrA,j ^rf 

Ihrx^^ yQU c/^'^ -j-inn^ rmr/ 



and f^^'*^^ ^^^^^^ ^^ p^r^f^fi^ 



■i)ci»/tr ^^A Or rnnnj<^ s^cAoJ far e nr^ r^^-A a 



nor)i^^ 4rhn^ nnr^. N/>c nrA- tU pnnrf\/}/f 



1 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 8 WRITING SAMPLE 



— Kic>^<. — ' O 'Vol!? \^(S0V < ^cx.<. r>r\\ 



Score Point! 3 

This is a low "S. " U is one nain point— solve probleas. This poinr has 
addit ional supporting detail. The response ts fluent mntrnn^H 



45 



67 
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CONNECnCUT MASTERY TEST ORADEt WIimNO SAMPtE [^\^ \i> \L\7 



Ol-cc1 p\.i'rir,<.'fiV?h )orYCi ul u p 




CLU. LcfefcLi^ •4nr;S4nxft 4> yLvr,^>, 'SK^ 




■ C<r\AA'A^r, .i( .p>p>c {' GuOfi 
"H^A. \i>M jr^- r-i lOrSi oax> .^ 



Score Point: 3 

response has a nuober of points, Ci^Hff.,^... u 

it. repetitious. There Is sooe additional supporting details, and 
the response is controlled. 
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CONNECTICUT WASTCRY GRADE i 



WRtTlNG SAMPLE 



Oj<>r>/.liAP j\. >AYlA/l'f-> .^Vf> MrXh. 



Icdtali^ cxi&,ct JLdJt* cam, 



. ^ _ ^ Jlh, . 



i^u^^ V^p /%^A> ^i^^k .i>^Ai^ 5sSko^ 



j.fenr>.A. .l>V>t. .l/^itJ^. o, 



36j 



K ' ~fV Jfi fl ^ 



48 



V\:>^/S/y^c^^vQ> \fNt>4mia .ii>^. QJ\^ jfer^^ir 



Score Point: 



This response has numerous points — sose &rc clarified and 



some ha\e supporting detail* It is a "3" because of the list-like 



quality, the repetition, and the lack of overall' control . 
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coNNCcnctn' masteby test 



GRADE • 



WAITING SAMPLE 



An Prm fc^tiAd iinu nOO ymmjQ^ (\rr^rr\ 



rf\r>:V>^ P/^rv^ HnOA nrtOii 4K<nnjg -4nJin io rn^^KL 



kvy^ mnOTs ^Htsiav^v qa^ a^otn r^rv^ f pgPn -fml c^-^j? 



ri^rsuOn \nnQp fcx7p min rOc^ /^r^njCTyvyv^-hdu^ t^^ 



c-nrrr\^y^ rjT CjQxA'OPAn^ ri-I^Wg (igQV::^^; cwv/j 



-Mr\i>>fvJgO 4VS>^ 4f\flA^ Nift\Afld ho o^rigr^/^^l^^ 



dcx^ iii>WQ/f^ jeot^in r^ado/^ hrvj^ prv^rte/v>. 




CHAll^n- P::w1iCn c.nn> ocxxrN rga.->js> 

MPAiWpn pP/^ ^/^^'aQ r\nJ^^\^ hor^ /y>^'f 

i IvT^o .^>L L/?w^ -f)^ sAfVXyYV *- >y<"^'iAinp zr^Ko, 



Score Point! ^ 

This response h as a ntiaber of points several of which have 
additional supporting detail. The response is organized and 
controlled. 
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CONNCCDCUTIUrrCTYTCfT OfUOCt WWTlNOtAMPLE [93 G ^ ^ 



re^Vg^-ei^-jiW -Q^^'t^c U^, r^fx /YV^kf? '//^eSP ct>a/><je 



rT~_ kr^nLjt CqA Ac/O -fAr 
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LL. 



^ ^ . 



acf- 7;.-A 



Eyt^>C?f>P A/V),u/5 vT^L ogt:s r%(rnr\<o<; / 



//t^ X?rgf pi 



ik At^l> C'.r k<:r^ v^t^ /> oat ^-v/ 



Jis 



C.\C k^l- Y^^t. ^LAr r.f 4r.r. JaU J 



v/oul^ //k^ -/A :^^ /^VLiigr r/riOQ€=^ 



Score Point: <> 



This response hss a nueaber points, several of which have 



additional supporting derail. response la organlied and controlled. 
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GRADE EIGHT ANALYTIC RATING GUIDE 



FOCUS : How effectively does the writer unify the paper by a dominant topic? 

1 « switches and/or drifts frequently from the dominant topic 

2 » switches and/or drifts somewhat from the dominant topic 

3 « stays on topic throughout tlie response 



ORGANIZATION ! Is there a plan that- clearly governs the sequence from the 
beginning to the end of the response and is the plan effectively signaled? 

1 s no discernible plan 

2 » inferable plan and/or discernible sequence; some signals may be 

present 

3 « controlled, logical sequence with a clear plan 

SUPPORT/ELABORATION ; To what extent is the narrative developed by details 
that describe and explain the narrative elements (character, action, and 
setting)? 

1 « vague or sketchy details that add little to the clarity of the 

response or specific details but too few to be called list- like 

2 » details that are clear and specific but are list-like, or uneven, or 

not developed 

3 « well-developed details that enhance the clarity of the response 

SENTENCE FORMATION : Are sentences correctly formed? 

1 « many run-ons, "on-and-ons," fragments, and/or awkward 

constructions — may cause confusion 

2 some run-ons, "on-and-ons," fragments, and/or awkward 
constructions — may cause confusion 

3 « few errors and/or awkward constructions — ^no confusion 



MECHANICS: To what extent does the student use the conventions of standard 
written English (e.g. spelling, usage, capitalization, punctuation)? 

1 = many errors 

2 =» some errors 

3 « few errors 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 8 WRITING SAMPLE 



I ia/ttfili W kp. To V\0^^r^:v^c^t Wsy £fc>\.^ 

W.^^fff^^VN^'iVf £0t 0^^r C\g.C^^ . W(^lv^A W^fKCK 



Jh Ike V>cr.Wj^ Wcy>^ \/r>ft> /^Y - v^^*- ^'-^ 



Analytic Score Polntf 



Focus: 3 



OfRanlzatlon; 2 

Support /Elaboration; 1 
'S^.ntence Foraatlon; 3 
' • ^'S^hanlcBi 1 



Pages 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST aR*>J)E f 



WRrnNQi 



SAMPLE I V^t^ k If \7 




Analytic Score Points 



Focus: 3 



Organization: 2 



Support /Elaboration: 1 



Sentence Formation: 3 



Mechanics: 3 
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CONNCCnCUT MASTMY TEST OPtAOE I 



WWTINO tAMPU I \7\0\/ 
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'RIC 



Ac. Jhal^i /T^gCA.' JiA\vr\. p^.gu. inngg^c^ i^g^drrr, 



AMlyt c Score Polnf 



Focus: 



Organization: 1 



Support /Elaboration: 1 



Sentence Foraation: 



Kechanica; 2 



-to n.c prior ) hp/ >^ J t/'j-.f.^ n 



Analytic Scort Points 



Focus: 3 

Organization: 2 

Support /Elaboration: 1 

Sentence For&ation: 1 



Hechanica: 2 
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coNNccncar mastery test grade t vmrnNG sampu 



I 71/ 



C9- UYWigj^ .{VV^ Ar^ v^ryrr\'xn-irdLo 



C/\n i\Ki. ■'• • tr^ iv) r\i,i Wo/ftS 



tr^ rum /^pyvYvi?. . Cn/iALO KpQ^/> 



c^Jf^ Cj\nA')J> 



Analytic Score Points 



Ovganltatlon: 3 



Sentence Fonaation: 3 



Hechanlca: 2 
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APPENDIX F 

Sample Grade Eight Mastery Test Score Reports 

o Class Diagnostic Report 

- Mathematics 

o School by Class Report 

- Mathematics 

o District by School Report 

- Mathematics 

o Class Diagnostic Report 

- Language Arts 

o School by Class Report 
Language Arti> 

o District by School Report 

- Language Arts 

o Parent/Student Diagnostic Report 
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TESTING DATE 

NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED; 




CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTI NG PROGRAM 



CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



MATHEMATICS PART 1 OF 2 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING 
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS 

IN MATHEMATICS 



MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 
n OF ITEMS 
CORRECT 



NUMBER/PERCENT 
OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



SCHOOL 



DISTRICT 



CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 

1. ORDER FRACTIONS 

2. ORDER DECIMALS 

3. ROUND WHOL£ NUMBERS 

4. ROUND DECIMALS 

5. MULT/DIV WHOLE HfS & DEC. BY 10. 100, 10(X) 

e. IDENTIFY FRACTIONS, DEC. %*S FROM PICTURES 

7. CONVERT FRACTIONS - DECIMALS 

8. CONVERT FRACTIONS/DECIMALS - PERCENTS 

9. IDENTIFY PTS. ON NUMBER LINES, SCALES, GRIDS 

10. IDENTIFY RATiOS AND FRACTIONAL PARTS 

11. IDENVIFY PROCa;URE FOR FRAC/OEC. ESTIMATION 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 

12. ADD AND SUBTRACT WHOLE NUMBERS 

13. MULTIPLY AN3 DIVlOE WHOLE NUMBERS 

14. ADD AND SUBTRACT DECIMALS 

15. ID CORRECT CrCIMAL PT IN PRO.V0UOT OF DECIMALS 
18. AOD/SUB'^.<ACT FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 

17. MULTIPLY FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 

18. DETERMINE PsRCENT OF A NUMBER 

19. ESTIMATE SUUS/OIFFS. OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 

20. ESTIMATE PRCO/QUOT OF WHOLE ^'S AND DECIMALS 

21. ESTIMATE FRACTIONAL PARTS/H'S OF WHOLE H^S 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 0F^ 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
aOF4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



SEE MATHEMATICS PART 2 FOR OBJECTIVES 22-36 AND SUMMARY TOTALS. 



•INDICATES A SCO^E BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD. 
THIS STUDENT MI ST RECE.*c FURTHER DIAGNOSIS. 



CODYRIGHT (D 1988 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OP EDUCATION 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. 

PRINTED IN THE UNIT£D STATES OF AMERICA. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTmO PROORAM 



CLASS DIAGNOSriC REPORT 



MATHEMATtCS PART2 0F2 




TESTING DATE: 

NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED: 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING 
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS 

IN MATHEMATICS; 



MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



WASTfRY 
CRITERIA 
;i OF ITEMS 
CORRECT 



NUMBER/PERCENT 
OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



SCHOOL 



DISTRICT 



PROBLEM SOLVINO/APPLtCATIONS 

22. AOO/SUBT/MULT/OIV WITH A CALCULATOR 

23. INTERPRET GRAPHS, TABLES AND CHARTS 

24. SOLVE t- AND 2.STEP PROBS'WHOLE #'3 & DEC. 

25. SOLVE t- AND 2*STE? PROBLEMS - FRACTIONS 

26. SOLVE PROBLEMS INVOLVING MEASUREMENT 

27. SOtVEPROBS. INVOLVING ELEM. PROBABtUTY 

28. ESTIMATE A REASONABLE A^4SWEJ^ 

29. SOLVE PROBLEMS WITH EXTRANEOUS INFORMATION 

30. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFORMATION IN PROBLEMS 

31. SOLVE PROCESS PROBLEMS - ORGANIZING DATA 

ME.\SUREMENT/OEOMnAY 

32. IDENTIFY FIGURES USING GEOMETRIC TERMS 

33. MEASURE AND DETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AREAS 

34. ESTIMATE LENGTK/AREAA/OLU ME/ANGLE MEASURE 

35. SELECT APPROPRIATE METRIC/CUSTOMARY UNIT 

36. MAKE MEASUREMENT CONVERSIONS W/IN SYSTEMS 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 

2 OF 4 

3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



TOTAL NUMBE,-^ OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



AVERAGE H OF OBJECTfVeS MASTEREO 



NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT 



NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
BELOW REMEDIAL STANDARD 



MATHEMATICS REMEDIAL STANDARD 



78 OF 144 
VMS CORR 



•INDICATES A SCORE BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD 
THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER DIAGNOSIS. 



COPYRIGHT S 19S6 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. 

PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 
GRADES FORMA 



SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT 



MATHEMATICS PART 1 OF 2 
PAGE 



TESTING DATE: 



SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 



SCHOOL 



DISTRICT 



MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



MASTERY 
CRlTERrA 



CONCCPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 

I. ORDER FRACTIONS 
^. ORDER DECIMALS 

3. ROUND W>^OLE NUMBERS 

4. ROUND DECIMALS 

5. MULT/OIV WHOLE #'S & DEC. BY iO. 100. 1000 

6. IDENTIFY FRACTIONS. DEC. U'S FROM PICTURES 

7. CONVERT FRACTIONS ~ DECIMALS 

8. CONVERT FRACTIONS/DECIMALS ~ PERCEKTS 

9. IDENTIFY PTS. ON NUMBER LINES. SCALES. GRIDS 

10. IDENTIFY RATIOS AND FRACTIONAL PARTS 

II. IDENTIFY PROCEDURE FOR FRAC/OEC. ESTIMATION 

COMPUTATIDNAL SKILLS 

12. ADD AND SUBTRACT WHOLE NUMBERS 

13. MULTIPLY AND DIVIDE V/HOLE NUMBERS 

14. ADD AND SUBTRACT DECIMALS 

15. ID CORRECT DECIMAL PT IN PROD/QUOT OF DECIMALS 

16. ADD/SUBTRACT FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 

17. MULTIPLY FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 

18. DETERMINE PERCENT OF A NUMBER 

19. ESTIMATE SUMSA)lrPS. OF WHOLE U'S AND DECIMALS 

20. ESTIMATE PROD/QUOT OF WHOLE ff'S AND DECIMALS 

21. ESTIMATE FRACTIONAL PARTS/%'S OF WHOLE U'S 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 Op 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 Or 4 



SEE MATHEMA""'CS PART 2 FOR OBJECTIVES 22-36 AND SUMMARY TOTALS. 



•REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 7$ OF 1« fTEMS CORRECT 



COPYRIGHT© 19IS OY CONNECllCUT STATE BOARD OF ' ;uCATlON Alt RIGHTS RESERVED P«».IMTEDlN THE U SA 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 

GRADES FORMA 



SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT 



MATHEMATICS PART g 0F2 



PAGE 



TESTING DATE 

SCORES INDir \TE NUMBER/PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



SCHOOL 



DISTRICT 



NU:/I8ER OF STUDENTS TESTED 



MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



PROBLEM SOLVINO/APPUCATIOr'S 

22. ADO/SUBT/MULT/OIVWITH A CALCULATOR 

23. INTERPRET GRAPHS, TABLES AND CHARTS 

24. SOLVE |. AND 2-STeP PROBS-WHOLE #'S & DEC. 

25. SOLVE 1. AND 2^TEP PROBLEMS • FRACTIONS 

26. SOLVE PROBLEMS INVOLVING MEASUREMENT 

27. SOLVE PROBS. INVOLVING ELEM. PROBABILITY 

28. ESTIMATE A REASONABLE ANSWER 

28. SOLVE PROBLEMS WITH EXTRANEOUS INFORMATION 

30. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFORMATION IN PROBLEMS 

3!. SOLVE PROCESS PROBLEMS • ORGANIZING DATA 

MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY . 

32. IDENTIFY FIGURES USING GEOMETRIC TERMS 

33. MEASURE AND DETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AREAS 

34. ESTIMATE LENGTH/AREAA^OLUME/ANGLE MEASURE 

35. SELECT APPROPRIATE METRIC/CUSTOMARY UNIT 
38. MAKE MEASUREMENT CONVERSIONS W/IN SYSTEMS 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 0F< 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



NUMBER/PERp TNT OF STUDENTS BELOW "HE REMEOIAL STANDARD* 



•REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 78 OF 144 ITEMS CORn-CT 



COPYRIGHT C 1388 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED PRINTED IN THE U.SA 
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CONNECTiCUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT 



MATHEMATICS PARTI OF 2 



GRADES FORMA 



TESTING DATE: 



PAGE 



SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



DISTRICT 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS TcSTED 



MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



MASTERY 
CRiTgRrA 



#/% 



CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 
t. ORDER FRACTIONS 

2. ORDER DECIMALS 

3. ROUND WHOLE NUMBERS 

4. ROUND DECIMALS 

5. MULT/OrVWKOLE #'S & DEC BY 10, 100, 1000 

6. IDENTIFY FRACTIONS, DEC. %'S FROM PICTURES 

7. CONVERT FRACTIONS - DECIMALS 

8. CONVERT FRACTIONS/DECIMALS - PERCENTS 

9. IDENTIFY PIS. ON NUMBER LINES. SCALES. GRIDS 

10. IDENTIFY RATIOS AND FRACTIONAL PARTS 

It. IDENTIFY PROCEDURE FOR FRAC/DEC. ESTIMATION 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 

12. ADD AND SUBTRACT WHOLE NUMBERS 

13. MULTIPLY AND DMDE WHOLE NUMBERS 

14. ADD AND SUBTRACT DECIMALS 

1& ID CORRECT DECIMAL PT PROD/QUOT DECIMALS 

16. ADO/SUB'lRACJ FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 

17. MULTIPLY FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 

18. DETERMINE PERCENT OF A NUMBER 

19. ESTlfvlATE SUMS/DIFPS. OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 

20. ESTIMATE PROD/QUOT OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 

21. ESTIMATE FRACTIONAL PARTS/S'S OF WHOLE #'S 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



SEE MATHEMATICS PART 2 FOR OBJECTIVES 22-36 AND SUMMARY TOTALS. 



'REMEOIAL STANOARD IS 71 OF 144 ITEMS CORRECT 



COPYRIGHT (D 193$ 8Y CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATIDM. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED PRINTED IN THE U.SA 
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CONNECTiCUT MASTERY TESTmo PROGRAM 



DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT 



MATHEMATICS PART 2 OF 2 



GRADES FORMA 



TESTING DATE: 



PAGE 



SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



DISTRICT 



NU:4BER OF STUDENTS TESTED 



MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



PR08UM SOLVlNO/APPUCAtlONS 

22. ADO/SUBT/MUUT/DIV WITH A CALCULATOR 

23. INTERPRET GRAPHS, TABLES AND CHARTS 

24. SOLVE 1- AND 2-STEP PROBS-WHOLE #'S & DEC. 

25. SOLVE t- AND 2.STEP PROBLEMS . FRACTIONS 
2e. SOLVE PROBLEMS INV'OLVING MEASUREMENT 

27. SOLVE PROBS. INVOLVING ELEM, PROBABILITY 

28. ESTIMATE A REASONABLE ANSWER 

29. SOLVE PROBLEMS WITH EXTR^HEOUS INFORMATION 

30. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFORMATION IN PROBLEMS 

31. SOLVE PROCESS PROBLEMS - ORGANIZING DATA 

MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY 
3Z IDENTIFY FIGURES USING GEOMETRIC TERMS 

33. MEASUREmETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AR&^S; 

34. ESTIMATE LENGTH/AREAA/OLUME/ANGLE MEASURE 

35. SELECT APPROPRIATE METRIC/CUSTOMARY UNIT 
33. MAKET ^SURE CONVERSIONS W/IN SYSTEMS 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 0F4 
3 0F4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 
3 OF 4 



AVERAGE NUMBER CF OBJECTIVES MASTERF3 



riUMSER/PERCeNT Or STUPgHTS BELOW THE R£M£&iaL STanC>aRO 



'REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 7t OF 144 ITEMS CORRECT 



COPYRrCHT © 1SJ6 BY CONNECTrCUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION. ALL RIGHTS RESERVEC PRINTED IN THE U $A. 
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CONNSCTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



LANGUAGE ARTS 




% 

V 



r 



CONNgCTtCUT MASTERY TESTIN G PROGRAM 
GRADES FORMA 

TESTING DATE: 



SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



SC OOL BY CLASS REPORT 



LANGUAGE ARTS 



PAGE 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS TgSTED 



LANGUAGE ARTS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



WRITING MECHANICS 
1. CAPITAU2ATJ0N AND PUNCTUATION 
Z SPELLING 

3. AGREEMENT C^RB TENSE. SUBJHCT/OBJA^HRB. 

AND PRONOUN RSfERENT) 

4. TONE 
STUDY SKILLS 

5. LOCATING INFORMATION 

e. NOTETAXING AND OUTLINING 
LISTENING COMPREHENSION 

7. UTERAL 

8. INFERENTIAL & EVALUATIVE 
READING COMPREHENSION 

9. UTERAL 

10. INFERENTIAL 

11. EVALUATIVE 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



9 OF 12 

8 OF 8 

11 OP 15 

3 0>^4 

9 OF 12 
C0F4 

3 OF 4 

12 OF 16 

6 OF 8 
10 OF 14 



SCHOOL 



DISTRICT 



HOLISTIC MEASURES OF WRITING AND READING 



WRITING SAMPLE 

NUMBER/PE RCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT IS; 



Wgq WRITTEN WITH OEVEIQPEO SUPftQ^TIVE DETAIL 



HOLISTIC 
SCORE 



7 OR 8 



U/*AOF STUDENTS 
AT STATED LEVEL 



CEMERALLV WEU ORCAHtZEO V/ITH SVSPQRTIVE DETAil^ 



S OR 6 



.><IN>MALLV PRonpENT 



DEGREES OF READING P0WER(DRP)8 
NUMDER/PERCgNT OF STUDENTS' 



DRP UNIT 
SCORE 



AT OR ABOVE THE READWC COAL POS 3eClHHlHC EIGHTH GRADERS 



62 + 



BELOW THE READING COAL FOR BEGIKS NC ElCHTH 
CRADERS BUT A30VE THE REMEDIAL S'AHDARO 



BELOW THE REMEDIAL STASDARO^ 



SS TO 61 



BELOW 55 



AVERAGE SCORES 



AVER>.GE HU' <3£R OF OBJECTIVES r&S^ERED tH LftNGUACE ARTS 
AVERACE HOUSTIC WRITIMC SCORE 



|ERJC 



_ AVERAGP DR P 0>nT SCQRP 



COPYRIGHT © 185$ BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OP EDUCATION 
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. 

PRINT'.O rN THE UNITED STATES OF AMES CA, 



•REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 4 FOR WRITINC. 
"REMEDrAL STANDARD IS 55 DRP UNITS FOR READING 
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CONNECTICUT MASYgRY TESTINO PROGRAM 
GRADES FORMA 



DISTR>'T BY SCHOOL REPORT 



UNGUAGE ARTS 
PAGE 



TESTING DATE: 



SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF 
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



DISTRICT 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 



LANGUAGE ARTS OBJECTIVES TESTED 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



WRITINO MECHANICS 

1. CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 

2. SPELUNO 

3. AGREEMENT (VERB IcNSE. SUBJECT/OBJA/ERB. 

AND PRONOUN REFERENT) 

4. TONE 
STUDY SKILLS 

5. LOCATING INFORMATION 

6. NOTETAKING AND OUTLINING 
USTENINO COMPREHENStON 

7. LITERAL 

8. INFERENTIAL & EVA* 'JATIVE 
READING COMPRt!ieNSION 

9. UTERAL 

10. INFERENTIAL 

11. EVALUATIVE 



9 OF 12 

eoF8 

n OF 15 

3 OF 4 

9 OF 12 
3 OF 4 

3 OF 4 
12 OF 16 

6 OF 8 
10 OF 14 
10 OF 14 



WftlTlNO SAMPLE 

NUMBER/PERCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT IS: 


HOLISTIC 
SCORE 
























WELL WWTTCH WITH OEVaoPE'^ SUPPORTIVE DETAIL 


7 OR 8 
























GENEAALIY WELL ORGANIZED W. H SUPPORTIVE DETAIL 


5 ORG 
























MINIMALLY PRORCIENT 


4 
























8EL0W THg REMEC"XL STANDARD* 


































DEGREES OF READING POWER(DRP) • 

KUmdER/'PERCENT Or STUDENTS- 


DRP UNIT 

SCOPE 


#/*^ 






















AT OR ABOVE THE READING COAL FOR BEGINNING EIGHT GRADERS 


62 + 
























BELOW THE READING COAL FOR BEGINNING EIGHT GRADERS BUT 
ABOVE THE REMEDIAL STANDARD 


55 TO 61 
























BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD** 


BELOW 55 














































AVERAGE SCORES 


AVERAGE NUMBER OF ORJFCTIVFfi MASTERFD IN I ANGUAGF ARTS 
























AVERAGE HOLISTIC WRITING SCORE 
























AVFRARF t>ftp UNIT SCOr.E 
























COPYRIGHT « 198S BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. PRINTED IN THE U SA 


'REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 4 FOR WRITING. 
**REMED!AL STANDARD IS SS ORP UNITS FOR READING 
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ram 



Testing 




GRADE 8 



PARENT/STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



Your child's scores on the Connecticut Maste'-y Test are reported insrde. 

For a description of the Connecticut Mastery Testing Program, see the back cover of thi' ^older. 

For general information about your local district's testing program, please contact your supprmtendent of schools. 

For further information on the Connecticut Mastery Testing Program, contact. Connecticut Sti»te Department ot Lducation 
Office of Research and Evaluation, Box 22 19, Hartford, Connecticut 06145, (203) 566-4001 or 4008 



ERLC 
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MATHEMATICS 

STUDENT OBJECTIVES ANALYSIS FOR 

GRADE: SCHOOL 



FORMi 
I TEACHER: 

OBJECTIVES TESTED 



DISTRICT 
TESTING DATE 



CONNECTICUT 
MASTERY TESTING 
PROGRAM 



THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION 

HAKCOUKT BMCE tOVANOVlCH PCIBtlSHERS 




CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 

1. Order fract'ons 

2. Order decimals 

3. Round whole numbers 

4. Round decimals to the nearest whole number, tenth and 
hundredth 

5. Multiply and divide whole numbers and decimals by 10, 
100 and 1000 

6. Identify fractions, decimals and percents from pictorial 
representations 

7. Convert fractions to decimals vice versa 

8. Convert fractions and decim-* • percents and vice versa 

9. Identify points on r.umber lint: , *'<;ales and grids 

10. Identify ratios and fractional parts from given data 

11. Identify an appropriate procedure for making estimates 
with decimals and fractions 



COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 

12. Add and subtract whole numbers less than 10,000 

13. Multiply and divide 2- and 3-digit whole numbers by 1- 
and 2-ciigit numbers 

14. Add and subtract decimals (to hundredths) in horizontal 
form 

15. Identify the correct placement of the decimal point in 
multiplication and division of decimals 

16. Add and subtract fractions and mixed numbers 

17. Multiply fractions and mixed numbers 

18. Determine the percent of a number 

19. Estimate sums and differences o' whole numbers and 
decimals including making change 

20. Estimate :>roduct5 and quotients nf whole numbers and 
decimaU 

21. Estimate fractional parts an J percents of whole numbers 
and money amounts 



MASTERY CRITERIA 



NUMBER OF 
ITEMS CORRECT 



3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 

3 of 4 

3 of 4 

3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 



3 of 4 
3 of 4 

3 of 4 

3 of 4 

3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 

3 of 4 

3 of 4 



STUDENT 
SCORE 




GRADE 8 REPORT 



PARTI 



OBIECTIVEb TESTED 



PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS 

22 Compute sums, differences, products and quotients using- 
a calculator 

23. Interpret graphs, tables and chartj> 

24. Solve 1- and 2-step problems involving «vhole numbers 
and decimals including averaging 

25. Solve 1- and 2-step problems involving fractions 

26. Solve problems involving measurement 

27. Solve problems involving elementary probability 

28. Estimate a reasonaole answer to a civen problem! 

29. Solve problems with extraneous information 

30. Identity needed information in problem situations 

31. Solve process problems involving the organization of data 



MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY 

(with calculator <nvailable) 

32. Identify figures using geometric terms 

33 Measure and determine perimeters and areas 

34. Estimate lengths, areas, volumes and angle measures 

35. Select appropriate metric or customary units and 
measures 

36. Make measurement conversions within systen»* 



twiihout calculator available 



MASTERY CRITERIA 



NUMBER OF 
ITEMS CORRECT 



3 of 4 

3 of 4 
3of4 

3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3of4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 



3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 
3 of 4 

3 of 4 



TOTAL NUMBBl OF OBjECTIVES MASTERED (out of 36) 



STUDENT 
SCORE 



NUMBQl OF HEMS CORRECT (out of 144) 



(Remedial Standard is 78 of 144 items correct) 
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UNGUAGE ARTS 

STUDENT OBJECTIVES ANALYSIS FOR 

GRADE: SCHOOL 
FORM: DISTRICT 
TEACHER: IF ING DATE 



CONNECTICUT 
MASTERY TESTING 
PROGRAM 




6€Rft 



THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION 

HARCOURT eRACE lOVANQVICH PUBtlSHERS 




GRADE 8 REPORT 



PART 2 



/ 

CBIECTIVES TESTED 


MASTERY CRITERIA 
NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT 


\ 

CTI mEKlT 

SCORE 


WRiTiNG MECHANtCS 

1. Capitalization & Punctuation 

2. Spelling 

3. Agreement (verb tense, subject-object-verb, and pronoun referents) 

4. Tone 


9 of 12 

O 01 O 

11 of 15 
3 of 4 




STUDY SKILLS 

5. Locating Information (schedules, maps, indexes, glossaries, dictionaries) 

6. Notetaking and Outlining 


9 of 12 
3 of 4 




USTENING COMPREHENSION 

7. Literal (understands the meanings of ideas clearly stated by a sp^>aker) 

8. Inferential & Evaluative (understands the meanings of ideas not aearly stated, but implied, by a speaker 
and is able to make ciitical judgments about them) 


3 of 4 
12 of 16 




READING COMPREHENSION 

9. Literal (understands the meanings of ideas clearly stated within a passage) 

10. Inferential (understands the meanings of ideas not stated, b. t implied, vviihin a passage) 

11. Evaluative (able to make critical judgments about statements and inferences within a passage) 


6 of 8 
10 of 14 
10 of 14 


/ 


( TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJLCTIVES MASTERED {out of 11) 

< ^ 1 


) 




Copyright © 1987 by Conneclicut Stole Board oi Education All rights rcservt-d Printed in the Unite<J States of Amorjco 
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SERIC 83 



PARENT/STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



Dear Parent: 

Jnside you will find the re ults of the Connecticut Mastery Test administered to your ch.ld earLer this fall. The test results h elp to show you and 
the school district's professional staff how well your child is per'orming on those skills identified by the State of Connecticut as important for 
students entering eighth grade to have mastered. 

These tests are designed to determine the specific skill levels of students. The test results will be used to: 

— provide your school with information for use in assessing the progress of individual students over time; 

— provide your school with information based on which improvements in the general instructional program can be made, and 

— provide information on appropriate basic skills remedial assistance for students so Indicated. 

Mastery testing will occur each fall in grades four, six, and eight. 

If you have any questions about these test results please ask your child's teacher(s). The teacher(s) will share vvHh you other observ-ations and 
recommendations based on experience in working with your son or daughter during the last several months. 



Description of the Test 

Malhematjcs: The mathematics test assesses thirty-six (36) specific objectives in foui general areas of: (1) Conceptual L iderstardings; (2) 
Computational Skills; (3) Problem Solving/Applications; and (4) Measurement/Geometry. Test items evaluate a stude'^t's ability to: order 
fraaions ana decimals; round whole numbers and decimals; make conversions among fractions, decimals and percents, compute v.ith whole 
numbers, decimals and fractions; estimate with whv>le numbers, decimals and fractions, solve V and 2- step problems involving whole 
numbers, decimals, fractions, msasurernent and elementary probability (with a calculator available); estimate a reasonable answer to a 
problem; solve problems with extraneous information and identify needed information in problem situations: measuie and/or estimate 
lengths, areas, volumes and angle measures; make measurement conversions; and select appropriate measuremer t units. , 

Language Arts: The langL^^ge arts test covers two general areas: Readlug/Listenirt^ Comprehension and Writing/Study Skills. The e are eleven 
(11) objectives and two ho!».<it<c measures of reading and writ-ng. 

The content of Reading/Listening Comprehension consists of narrative, expository, and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring a 
student's reading and listening ability in: (1) Literal Comprehension; (2) Inferential or Interpretive Comprehension; and (3) Evaluative or Critical 
Comprehension. Audio tapes are used to assess a student's listening comprehension ability. Also used is the "Degrees of Reading Power" (ORP) 
Test which includes eleven (11) passages and seventy-seven (77) test items. It is designed to measure a student's ability to understand ' onfiction 
English prose on a gradua^^d scale of reading difficulty. 

The content of Writing/Study S!JII'/ consists of three conr.Donents. First, wnting skills are directly assessed. A student is dsks::d to write on a 
designated topic. The writing i* judged on the sturfpnt's demonstrated ability to convey information in a coherent and organized fashion. 
Second, the test assesses the mechanics of good vriting, which are defined as: (1) Capitalization and Punctuation, (2) Spelling, (3) Agreement; 
and (4) Tone. Finally the test assesses Study Skills, which have been defined as Locating Information (schedules, maps, index references, and 
dictionary usagc^ ajTjJ Outlining and Notetaking. This part of the test measures a student's ability to find and use inf3rmation from listed 
sources, and to make notes from audio tapes. 
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APPENDIX G 
Number of Objectives Mastered 
o Mathematics 
o Language Arts 
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MATHEMATICS: 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



MATHEMATICS: 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY BY 
NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 




This bar chart illustrates the 
average number of mathemat- 
ics objectives mastered* 
statewide. 



This bar chart illustrates the distribution of stuc its, statewide, who mastered 
mathemaiics objectives within each of the sevrn score categories. 




LANGUAGE ARTS: 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



LANGUAGE ARTS: 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY BY 
NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 




This bar chart illustrates the 
average number of language 
arts objectives ma *ered, 
statei*'ide. 



This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students, statewide, who mastered ob- 
jectives within each of the seven score groupings. 
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Appendix H 
State by District Report - October 1986 
Grade Eight Mathematics Test Results 
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



CONHECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



MATHEMATICS 1 OF 2 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 


TOTAL 
MATHEMATICS 


PAGE I 



DATE TESTED: 10-86 



Ma&ttry Criteria tor tach o6j«ctiv« it 
3 o( tne 4 Items correct 
Re.n«<lial Standard i& 78 
o( tf>« 144 iltmi correct 




DISTRICT 


#0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


TOC 


SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 








iz'r 




h6 


^6 


68 


55 


^9 


49 


7s 


7? 


86 


95 


53 


95 


93 




£5 


37 


35 


48 


75 


67 


49 


22 


6 


14 


ASHFORO 




6 


Bl 


93 


93 


89 


85 


74 


96 


78 


9? 


96 


96 


93 


96 


91 


72 


57 


33 


54 


93 


76 


52 


27 


9 


2 


AVON 


150 




80 


75 


89 


83 


85 


79 


93 


89 


92 


97 


85 


95 


97 


92 


77 


64 


64 


69 


90 


79 


74 


29 


7 


3 


BERLIN 


X61 




57 


70 


91 


81 


66 


64 


75 


73 


89 


89 


66 


94 


96 


89 


47 


24 


30 


46 


80 


70 


53 


23 


6 


13 


BETHEL 


191 




66 


72 


94 


83 


76 


63 


86 


75 


93 


86 


77 


96 


97 


96 


77 


71 


76 


67 


90 


85 


65 


27 


5 


6 


BLOOHFIELD 


17C 


Z 


59 


51 


86 


54 


64 


53 


67 


65 


84 


89 


61 


96 


94 


93 


S3 


36 


44 


45 


75 


vZ 


52 


22 


5 


16 


eOLTON 


<t5 


<i 


76 


82 


91 


80 


73 


67 


91 


71 


100 


91 


82 


96 


LOO 


96 


60 


40 


36 


44 


91 


87 


62 


27 


0 


2 


BOZRAH 


18 


5 


72 


61 


94 


72 


72 


67 


72 


67 


100 


LOD 


61 


LOO 


LOO 


94 


67 


56 


76 


72 


76 


72 


72 


26 


8 


11 


BRANFORO 


232 


^ 


62 


66 


91 


81 


74 


61 


83 


75 


94 


91 


72 


97 


96 


93 


73 


53 


58 


52 


89 


77 


53 


25 


9 


9 


BRIDGEPORT 


1>027 


1 


36 


37 


73 


33 


50 


30 


56 


67 


71 


74 


35 


92 


91 


82 


51 


17 


28 


30 


55 


49 


32 


17 


2 


41 


BRISTOL 


575 




51 


51 


85 


49 


60 


52 


72 


69 


81 


81 


56 


95 


94 


83 


52 


33 


36 


44 


72 


63 


49 


21 


8 


22 


BROOKFIELD 


190 


^ 


72 


76 


95 


76 


76 


73 


82 


75 


94 


iZ 


72 


91 


94 


93 


56 


57 


64 


53 


87 


71 


59 


27 


1 


9 


BROOKLYN 


89 


6 


50 


<i9 


66 


46 


62 


52 


61 


63 


81 


64 


43 


97 


96 


76 


53 


30 


4^^ 


42 


70 


49 


40 


21 


7 


27 


CAMAAN 


11 


6 


36 


91 


91 


73 


45 


55 


64 


55 


91 


LOO 


73 


LOO 


91 


LOO 


73 


36 


45 


27 


82 


73 


36 


22 


8 


0 


CANTERBURY 


67 


6 


73 


69 


66 


60 


87 


82 


91 


91 


96 


93 


76 


99 


99 


94 


67 


52 


75 


64 


82 


69 


61 


27 


5 


3 


CA^f^ON 


75 


^ 


81 


64 


93 


75 


81 


77 


87 


88 


92 


99 


77 


99 


99 


95 


65 


55 


59 


71 


83 


79 


73 


28 


4 


4 


CHESHIRE 


323 


2 


76 


82 


9S 


86 


77 


80 


90 


85 


96 


94 


81 


97 


97 


94 


71 


54 


58 


65 


90 


86 


66 


28 


5 


4 


CLINTON 


161 


5 


68 


71 


91 


66 


76 


75 


66 


83 


86 


91 


73 


95 


93 


SO 


61 


60 


66 


67 


85 


72 


61 


26 


4 


8 


COLCHESTER 


108 


5 


50 


62 


87 


62 


62 


57 


70 


69 


82 


81 


69 


96 


96 


87 


59 


36 


32 


47 


69 


61 


49 


23 


1 


21 


COLUMBIA 


59 


5 


S4 


51 


82 


77 


74 


56 


79 


82 


85 


87 


62 


9? 


92 


97 


64 


41 


59 


56 


79 


74 


49 


' 24 


8 


5 


COR/MALL 


6 


6 


100 


100 


83 


100 


100 


83 


100 


100 


LOO 


100 


83 


LOO 


LOO 


100 


03 


100 


83 


83 


100 


100 


83 


^3 


5 


0 


COVENTRY 


126 




56 


56 


87 


66 


67 


6^ 


75 


67 


87 


86 


69 


84 


90 


87 


06 


40 


40 


58 


81 


67 


52 


23 


5 


18 


CROmELL 


97 


^ 


69 


69 


89 


81 


73 


67 


85 


72 


95 


90 


72 


96 


97 


89 


• •5 


57 


72 


55 


80 


77 


56 


26 


1 


9 


OAIBURY 


555 


Z 


^9 


50 


8S 


63 


60 


52 


0 


66 


84 


81 


53 


92 


91 


88 


52 


26 


30 


43 


72 


65 


45 


22 


0 


23 


DARIEN 


205 


2 


82 


76 


93 


85 


90 


89 


95 


64 


97 


93 


84 


96 


99 


95 


79 


7C 


73 


65 


94 


80 


70 


30 


0 


1 


DERBY 


95 


5 


29 


33 


81 


51 


55 


42 


61 


51 


85 


82 


32 


94 


96 


81 


52 


16 


29 


27 


73 


56 


39 


19 


.9 


26 


EASTFORD 


10 


6 


60 


3D 


80 


100 


60 


60 


100 


80 


80 


90 


80 


LOO 


100 


90 


60 


30 


30 


50 


LOO 


70 


30 


25 


.5 


0 


EAST GRANBY 


51 




80 


78 


94 


66 


78 


75 


64 
I 


71 


94 


90 


82 


SZ 


98 


86 


65 


/.9 


53 


61 


66 


86 


69 


27 


.4 


4 



C \U* C«rvt»cttCk/( SUto &Mr4 of Cducxtioiv AJI r>gh«s Pnnu^ in the UniUd SutM of Am«rrc» 



0 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TgSTING PROnPAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 8 



DATE TESTED: 10-66 



M4»t«fy Cntan* for ucli objKtiv* l» 
3 o( tiM 4 tttms corrtct 
P.tm«di»l Standard l» 78 
o(th« l44ttom»corr«d. 



DISTRICT 



ISSdRTK 

ASHfOttD 

AVON 

BCftUN 

blook: zelo 

BOLTON 

BOZRAH 

BRANTORO 

BKZDCCPOftT 

EHISTOL 

BROQKFIEtO 

BROOKLYN 

CANAAN 

CANTERBURY 

CANTTDN 

CHESHIRE 

CLINTON 

COLCHESHR 

COLUMBIA 

C)R»MALL 

COVENTRY 

CROtCLL 

OA^eURY 

OARIEN 

OERSY 

EASTFORD 

EAST CRAMftY 




STUDENTS 
TESTED 



ISO 

in 

170 
45 
18 
232 
1,027 
573 
190 
89 
11 
67 
75 
323 
161 
108 
39 
6 
126 
97 
555 
205 
9S 
IC 
51 



6 
4 
4 
4 
2 
4 
5 
4 
1 
3 
4 
6 
6 
6 
4 
2 
5 
5 
5 
6 
4 
4 
3 
2 
5 
6 
4 



SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUOENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



-9^ 

LOO 
LOO 
99 
9S 
LOO 
IOC 
IOC 
96 
97 
97 
99 
97 
IOC 
LOO 
97 
99 
99 
97 
LOO 
lOO 
96 
99 
97 
LOC 
9£ 
LOO 
LOO 



i'A 7d Sl| ^ ?4 
72 a£ 



79 91 
6£ 8<( 



83 IOC 



69 



81 89 

62 n 

72 6£ 6(< 6^ 

6^ 73 



87 



93 83 6^ 

83 



76 80 
6fi 89 
75 80 



6« 



100 IOC loo IOC 



77 



7C 6£ 
66 89 

41 5£ 
60 71 

42 42 
S«|62 

62 



52 
2< 
St 
53 
49 
5£ 
Stt 
59 
6£ 
4< 
42 
51 

83tlOC 
52 



4€| 70 



64 83 89( 66 
23 71 



4C 69 
2£ 56 
29 

5e 

Zi 
16 
24 
43 
2C 

9 
37 
53 
36 
43 
29 
33 
83 
3< 
40 
27 
6£ 
li 

C 
45 



n 

72 IOC 



8£ 4e 



83 IOC 



-JOT 
27.9 
29.7 
23S.6 
27.5 
22.5 
27.0 
26.8 
25.9 
17.2 
21.8 
27 1 
21.7 
22.8 
27.5 
28.4 
28.5 
26.4 
23.1 
24.8 
33.5 
23.5 
26.1 
22.0 
30.0 
19.9 
25.5 
27.4 



3 

13 
6 

16 
2 

11 
9 

41 

22 
9 

27 
0 
3 
4 
4 
8 

21 
5 
0 

18 
9 

23 
1 

26 
0 
4 
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MATHEMATICS 2 OF 2 



PAGE 



ERLC 



92 



93 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



MATHEMATICS 1 OF ? 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 


TOTAL 
MATHEMATICS 


PAGE 2 



DATE TESTED: 10-66 



Mastery Criteria for each objective is 
3 of the 4 Items correct 
Remedial Standard is 78 
of the 144 Items correct 




DISTRICT 


nop 

STUDENTS 
TESTED 


TOC 


SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 








EAST HAuDAM 


70 




57 


57 


80 


63 


60 


63 


8^ 


74 


83 


77 


57 


94 


VI 


84 


47 


i7 


37 


39 


76 


63 


53 


22.4 


17^ 




EAST HAMPTON 


105 


5 


61 


54 


90 


63 


61 


66 


85 


74 


90 


93 


66 


94 


94 


97 


64 


36 


46 


47 


86 


66 


49 


24.9 


8 




EAST HARTFOlU) 


352 


2 


57 


56 


89 


67 


63 


52 


77 


67 


87 


87 


60 


92 


95 


89 


61 


41 


52 


51 


79 


70 


47 


23.2 


16 




EAST HAVEN 


167 


2 


46 


45 


86 


46 


h7 


48 


51 


59 


83 


78 


56 


93 


95 


84 


43 


30 


26 


46 


75 


59 


45 


20.8 


24 




EAST LYME 


184 


4 


64 


83 


91 


90 


86 


66 


89 


67 


89 


89 


84 


89 


93 


93 


65 


48 


48 


49 


91 


77 


60 


26.4 


7 




EASTON 


78 


4 


72 


69 


94 


85 


92 


77 


92 


91 


90 


92 


91 


97 


99 


94 


81 


65 


78 


65 


94 


90 


60 


29.5 


3 




EAST MINDSOR 


87 


4 


57 


41 


92 


40 


60 


55 


62 


63 


90 


90 


60 


91 


97 


86 


43 


24 


15 


33 


75 


61 


30 


21.7 


19 




ELLINGTON 


114 


4 


73 


83 


92 


91 


83 


68 


90 


78 


98 


93 


75 


97 


98 


96 


74 


41 


43 


50 


89 


81 


59 


26.6 


3 




ENFIELD 


459 


3 


sa 


58 


88 


56 


62 


56 


68 


64 


85 


83 


61 


95 


96 


89 


59 


31 


39 


39 


78 


62 


48 


22.7 


22 




FAIRFIELD 


4U6 


2 


72 


63 


93 


74 


74 


71 


81 


72 


92 


91 


78 


95 


94 


88 


62 


46 


44 


55 


82 


73 


59 


25.7 


10 




FARHIN6T0N 


161 


4 


78 


79 


96 


91 


80 


79 


96 


86 


94 


94 


85 


97 


99 


99 


77 


74 


76 


66 


94 


85 


70 


29.2 


1 




FRAMCLIN 


28 


5 


57 


71 


79 


79 


57 


54 


86 


64 


86 


79 


71 


86 


89 


89 


50 


32 


71 


32 


82 


57 


54 


24.1 


11 




GLAST0»BURY 


328 


4 


78 


86 


93 


80 


87 


80 


88 


07 


94 


93 


82 


92 


95 


95 


68 


55 


59 


69 


90 


75 


70 


28.9 


4 




GRAfBY 


111 


4 


57 


60 


95 


86 


73 


66 


78 


77 


90 


85 


69 


95 


95 


95 


61 


30 


32 


51 


87 


77 


58 


24.7 


9 




GREEmcH 


434 


2 


75 


70 


90 


78 


83 


77 


87 


80 


91 


93 


75 


96 


97 


93 


62 


54 


58 


67 


85 


75 


63 


27.4 


9 




GRISHOL& 


102 


4 


49 


81 


92 


90 


74 


52 


77 


69 


88 


90 


70 


93 


94 


95 


59 


28 


34 


35 


85 


79 


43 


24.0 


9 




6R0T0N 


367 


3 


55 


56 


81 


52 


64 


54 


68 


70 


80 


8C 


60 


94 


94 


90 


62 


^5 


52 


40 


75 


66 


49 


22.5 


21 




GUILFORD 


246 


4 


69 


70 


94 


80 


72 


74 


84 


72 


91 


87 


81 


93 


97 


87 


59 


40 


43 


50 


88 


77 


S3 


25.9 


9 




HAMOEN 


340 


2 


56 


47 


87 


56 


62 


55 


66 


63 


83 


81 


60 


93 


89 


82 


49 


31 


38 


41 


74 


59 


43 


21.9 


25 




HARTFORD 


1>304 


1 


33 


27 


76 


34 


44 


22 


47 


62 


66 


70 


27 


95 


92 


85 


48 


22 


26 


28 


55 


52 


28 


16.5 


46 




HART LAND 


14 


6 


57 


57 


93 


79 


93 


71 


79 


93 


100 


IOC 


64 


LOO 


100 


71 


79 


64 


79 


64 


79 


93 


79 


28.2 


0 




KENT 


36 


6 


75 


VB 


92 


92 


86 


67 


92 


94 


92 


100 


92 


94 


100 


LOO 


69 


'36 


36 


69 


92 


81 


69 


27.8 


3 




KILLZN6LY 


182 


6 


55 


54 


86 


69 


59 


50 


60 


62 


83 


78 


60 


91 


91 


78 


42 


23 


36 




73 


59 


43 


21.5 


22 




LEBANON 


80 


6 


50 


55 


81 


48 


53 


£3 


65 


61 


85 


83 


46 


95 


90 


88 


53 


25 


26 


35 


69 


54 


55 


21.3 






LED YARD 


229 


4 


59 


64 


91 


83 


73 


65 


77 


75 


88 


91 


68 


93 


97 


91 


6!^ 


49 


48 


49 


86 


71 


56 


25.7 






LIS80N 


50 


4 


62 


38 


90 


60 


72 


66 


78 


76 


84 


96 


66 


98 


98 


94 


56 


54 


72 


42 


74 


70 


50 


24.3 


16 




LITCHFIELD 


77 


6 


61 


86 


B7 


81 


75 


74 


87 


86 


91 


88 


65 


92 


91 


87 


65 


66 


71 


77 


86 


77 


65 


27.4 


9 




HADISON 


213 


5 


68 


78 


93 


91 


74 


73 




82 


92 


90 


83 


94 


99 


96 


70 


51 


56 


63 


93 


85 


63 


27.8 


4 





» \M C«/tn*a>«M Sum Bo«rtf ol Etf wc«bon All iti*(t» r*»tfv*4 Pnm*tf In tti* Uiuui Suus of Am«nc« 



o .94 



95 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTIKG PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 8 




96 



97 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 8 



MATHEMATICS 1 Of\ 




DISTRICT 


«0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


TOC 




SCORES INDICATE 


THE 


PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING 


EACH OBJECTIVE 








— ^^e^" 


' i 




SB 


86 


58 


i7 


6i 


76 


76 


88 


86 


62 


93 


94 


89 


62 


46 


55 


52 


76 


68 


55 


24. i 


a 


HANSFIELO 


106 


6 


70 


70 


89 


77 


63 


78 


83 


78 


92 


89 


76 


94 


94 


66 


50 


43 


42 


69 


86 


68 


65 


26.1 


11 


:CRIOEN 




3 


5£ 


52 


8^ 


67 


64 


56 


71 


72 


84 


86 


61 


92 


94 


87 


59 


32 


39 


45 


79 


67 


45 


22.4 


21 


HIO0LETQM4 


363 


3 


53 


47 


86 


53 


63 


49 


66 


71 


85 


81 


55 


93 


94 


90 


61 


22 


36 


34 


73 


66 


37 


21.6 


23 


HZLFORO 


<»S9 


3 


61 


47 


85 


46 


65 


59 


72 


70 


92 


87 


62 


94 


93 


87 


52 


4C 


45 


50 


76 


72 


54 


23.8 


11 


MONROE 


ZS7 


<» 


59 


64 


66 


79 


73 


63 


82 


75 


92 


78 


7' 


94 


95 


93 


70 


37 


45 


46 


82 


76 


46 


24.7 


11 


HOKTVILU 


223 


<» 


60 


47 


91 


62 


67 


53 


80 


71 


87 


93 


66 


97 


96 


87 


61 


36 


40 


•«6 


77 


69 


43 


23.8 


14 


NAUGATUCK 


316 


2 




52 


89 


70 


67 


45 


64 


64 


87 


86 


53 


96 


95 


68 


60 


29 


43 


44 


75 


67 


46 


22.0 


19 


NEH MITAIf' 


<»12 


3 


37 


51 


83 


67 


55 


37 


6£ 


62 


75 


76 


46 


92 


94 


83 


59 


23 


2( 


3, 


64 


57 


31 


19.1 


30 


NEM CANAAN 


216 


2 


79 


75 


91 


82 


81 


79 


90 


87 


91 


90 


81 


97 


96 


96 


69 


66 


83 


67 


92 


85 


71 


28.7 


8 


NEN FAIRFIELD 


202 




59 


76 


90 


86 


77 


73 


89 


82 


90 


91 


79 


92 


96 


87 


66 


46 


48 


61 


64 


72 


54 


26.4 


8 


NEH HAVEN 


1»01<» 


1 


39 


41 


72 


41 


47 


26 


54 


61 


68 


65 


46 


92 


90 


as 


48 


16 


23 


24 


56 


50 


27 


16.8 


44 


NENINCTON 


296 


2 


72 


64 


94 


71 


71 


67 


83 


78 


89 


92 


76 


96 


97 


94 


65 


52 


55 


59 


65 


76 


60 


26.3 


6 


NEN LONDON 


163 


3 


42 


46 


80 


48 


5^ 


36 


67 


71 


77 


76 


52 


94 


96 


92 


63 


33 


47 


50 


69 


61 


51 


20.8 


25 


NEH HILFORO 


286 


5 


67 


59 


92 


76 


72 


67 


84 


76 


90 


91 


66 


95 


96 


94 


58 


41 


47 


53 


86 


70 


54 


25.2 


9 


NEHTOm 


265 


5 


66 


75 


92 


OS 


75 


76 


89 


84 


92 


93 


80 


95 


95 


94 


62 


41 


53 


68 


66 


82 


65 


27.1 


5 


NORTH BTONf ORD 


1<»9 


^ 


66 


56 


91 


73 


62 


64 


77 


79 


87 


81 


77 


91 


91 


86 


56 


36 


32 


60 


82 


72 


52 


24.7 


15 


NORTH CANAAN 


38 


6 


61 


71 


64 


74 


68 


61 


79 


82 


92 


97 


63 


97 


92 


92 


79 


34 


37 


47 


76 


74 


53 


25.0 


8 


NORTH HAVEN 


212 


2 


78 


70 


66 


68 


73 


72 


79 


74 


92 


90 


74 


96 


96 


90 


56 


50 


53 


54 


86 


71 


61 


25.2 


12 


NORTH STONINGTON 


65 


5 


71 


56 


94 


68 


72 


66 


82 


72 


97 


94 


72 


94 


97 


86 


45 


36 


36 


62 


76 


68 


54 


25.4 


5 


NORMA LK 


^57 


3 


52 


45 


84 


56 


59 


46 


65 


71 


77 


83 


56 


93 


92 


86 


53 


32 


48 


41 


66 


60 


38 


21.3 


25 


NORHICH 


363 


3 


47 


52 


83 


71 


60 


50 


65 


70 


86 


80 


64 


94 


96 


91 


61 


31 


27 


42 


69 


64 


45 


21.9 


20 


DID SAYBROCK 


106 


5 


71 


62 


86 


82 


85 


60 


79 


75 


91 


92 


75 


94 


95 


94 


62 


46 


50 


61 


81 


79 


53 


26.2 


6 


OXFORD 


85 


5 


67 


76 


98 


96 


66 


69 


66 


73 


89 


92 


75 


92 


96 


96 


67 


42 


20 


46 


66 


76 


54 


26.2 


5 


PLAINFIELD 


165 


6 


50 


46 


87 


46 


£5 


56 


62 


63 


85 


60 


47 


92 


86 


86 


44 


36 


4S 


58 


66 


'62 


41 


21.0 


26 


PLAINVILLE 


177 


^ 


60 


63 


66 


66 


71 


55 


77 


67^ 


86 


BB 


66 


93 


91 


96 


59 


37 


37 


51 


80 


73 


S'c 


23.9 


15 


PLYHOUTH 


162 


2 


51 


55 


91 


55 


66 


56 


66 


66 


91 


81 


67 


93 


96 


66 


50 


r6 


34 


41 


73 


66 


46 


22.6 


20 


POHFRET 


32 


6 


69 


63 


91 


76 


75 


69 


81 


84 


91 


91 


72 


97 
k 


97 


97 


81 


50 


75 


5V 


91 


91 


47 


26.7 


6 



C 1IW C«nn*ct»cut Sut* Zotri of tivuMii. All n|hts r*Mrv*tf> Priftt*4 i'l th« Umutf Sums of Afnarica 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 8 




DISTRICT 



HANCHESTEft 

HAMSFZELO 

HERIOEN 

HIOOLET(»M 

HILFORO 

HONROe 

NONTVILLE 

NAUGATUCK 

NEH BIUTAIN 

NEH CANAAN 

NEH FAIRFIELO 

MEN HAVEN 

NEHINGTON 

NEH LONDON 

NEH HILFOftO 

NORTH BRANfORO 

NORTH CANAAN 

NORTH HAVEN 

NORTH STONINGTON 

NORHAU 

NORMZCH 

OLD SAYBROOK 

OXFORD 

PUXNFZELD 

PLAINVZLL£ 

PLYHOUTK 

POHFRET 



tt OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 

108 
4d8 
363 
<#59 
257 
223 
316 
<*12 
216 
202 
1»01<* 
296 
163 
286 
265 
1<*9 

38 
212 

65 
657 
363 
106 

85 
165 
177 
162 

32 



SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 

9S 77 



5 
6 
3 
3 
3 

2 
3 
2 

1 
2 
3 
5 
5 
<* 
6 
2 
5 
3 
3 
5 
5 
6 
^ 
Z 
6 



9C 631 
9fi 
LOC 
99 



Hoc 

95 
96 
9£ 
96 
9£ 
99 
95 
95 
95 
97 

LOO 
96 

LOO 
9£ 
96 
97 

LOO 
96 
|10C 
97 

lOO 



8£ 62 



76 <il 
69 42 



35( 7£j 86 
73 



7? 



81 



76 76 
57 65 
7£ 80 



6<i 



75 



7£ Be 



56 



40 45 
35 60 



54 



4£| 66 

54 



43 
43 
26 
70 
5£ 
21 
60 
36 
45 
S6 
56 
5£ 
53 
56 
40 
36 
43 
41 
44 
45 
44 
31 



71 



71 



71 



3A 

27 51 

2£ 60 

2£ 66 



32 



26^ 64 
61 



6£ 



81J 33 
77 35 



30 

27 

32 

37 

35 

22 

15 

44 

44 

14 

30 

20 

36 

3£ 

43 

32 

2£ 

45 

32" 

21 

53 

54 

22 

31 

31 

26 



24. i 


\l 


26.1 


11 


22.4 


21 


21.6 


23 


23.8 


11 


24.7 


11 


23. B 


14 


22.0 


19 


19.1 


30 


28.7 


8 


26.4 


8 


16.8 


44 


26.3 


6 


20.8 


25 


25.2 


9 


27.1 


5 


24.7 


15 


25.0 


8 


25.2 


12 


25.4 


5 


2J1.3 


25 


21.9 


20 


26.2 


6 


26.2 


5 


21.0 


26 


23.9 


15 


22.6 


£0 


26.7 


6 



100 



0312A) 

101 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPOKT 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




CONCEPTUAL UNO£RSTANOtNOS 


COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 


TOTAL 
MATHEMATICS 


PAGE ^ 



DATE TESTED: 10-64 



Mtftttfy CnlMiM for MCh ob|tctivt It 
3 qT th« 4 ittmt corrtct. 
R«m«di«l SUnd^rd it 7t 
ot (h« 144 ittmi correct. 




• IM CMTMttcui Uam itmi of Etf uutio<i AJI rl«Mt r*Miv«4. Prinud 1a Um UAh*4 StJUi of Amtrlu. 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE H 




104 



105 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 8 



MATHEMATICS 1 OP 2 




DISTRICT 



Trasa 

VERNON 

VOLUKTM 

HAUXN6F0IU> 

HATCWURY 

HATERFORO 

)«ATERTOIf< 

NESTBROOK 

NEST HARTFORD 

NEST HAVEN 

NESTON 

NESTPORT 

NETHERSFIELO 

KXLUNGTON 

HILTON 

HXNCHESTCt 

HXNDHAN 

HXNDSOR 

HXNOSOft LOCKS 

HOLCOTT 

;£X)OSTOaC 

RE6I0NAL NO. ^ 

REGIONAL NO. 5 

REGIONAL NO. 4 

REGIONAL NO. 7 

REGIONAL NO. 8 

REGIONAL NO. 10 

REGIONAL NO. 11 



»0f 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 



T 

ZZ 
437 
929 
199 
208 

58 
561 
364 
141 
265 
215 

63 
212. 
125 
198 
266 
122 
170 

62 
134 
307 

54 
110 
204 
167 

60 



TOG 



SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



m 

68 
59 
61 
35 
68 
63 
67 
73 
67 
70 
76 
66 
68 
74 
55 
57 
63 
57 
66 
49 
54 
65 
67 
73 
64 
48 



Wool 

90 
86 
92 
78 
90 
91 
91 
89 
89 
97 
93 
89 
97 
90 
83 
72 
92 
84 
94 
87 
80 
89 
93 
97 

8e 



62 60 



64 
91 
67 
46 
80 
74 
7fl 
75 
81 
91 
80 
75 
79 
90 
67 
46 
64 
75 
53 
61 
57 
72 
85 
75 
73 
70 



87 
88 63 



69 
73 
67 
49 
74 
67 
78 
79 
73 
83 
81 
73 
76 
76 
66 
48 
67 
71 
76 
61 
75 
74 
78 
74 
66 
70 
72 



dopoPSj 



62 
86 

62 
33 
67 
56 
62 
76 
64 
74 
75 
69 
60 
80 
56 
37 
66 
56 
57 
61 
62 
71 
72 
75 
63 
57 



76 
95 
78 
47 
85 
78 
91 
86 
06 
89 
87 
82 
71 
92 
72 
54 
79 
79 
69 
59 
77 
03 
91 
93 



64 82 
71 55 
60] 77 65 



67 



95 LOO LOO 



86r85 



87 
66 
90 
92 
97 
89 
92 
90 
92 
93 
94 
92 
86 
76 
89 
82 
92 
90 
92 
90 
91 
91 
90 
92 
80 



89 

72 
91 
84 
86 
93 
92 
94 
93 
89 
94 
91 
81 
70 
91 
89 
86 
84 
81 
90 
93 
91 
86 
66 
87 



80|LOOaOO 
95 
86 
94 
93 
97 
95 
91 
96 
95 
96 
96 
94 



67 
73 
71 
40 
70 
67 
67 
79 
74 
87 
82 
66 



87 100 



75 
75 
70 
52 
65 
60 
70 
69 
66 
72 
73 

79 951 



99 

65l 93| 94 
66 93 93 
57 92 



95 



PLOO 
91 
82 
86 
83 
93 
95 
86 
92 
92 
94 
90 
94 
89 
94 
91 
76 
89 
90 
94 
89 
90 
91 
93 
95 
86 
85 
80 



80 
58 
68 
57 
42 
66 
73 
4S 
71 
74 
75 
67 
62 
56 
69 
52 
35 
64 
7) 
56 
40 
62 
64 
65 
69 
61 
56 



37 



45 26 27 



44 
45 
47 
20 
51 
56 
29 
61 
59 
55 
61 
52 
43 
82 
25 
9 
46 
36 
47 
11 
49 
53 
67 
48 



47 
35 421 



34 



80100 
50 76 
59100 
41 83 
30 61 

59 83 

52 87 

45 76 
66 89 
68 85 
61 86 

66 91 
56 85 
65 79 

67 91 
44 81 
26 65 
55 76 

46 77 
44 89 
40 84 

53 79 

60 86 

54 83 
66 

55 81 

47 78 
36 82 



[00 
71 
91 
77 
51 
73 
66 
69 
83 
79 
78 
83 
73 
76 
76 
74 
51 
70 
71 
74 
53 
74 
75 
65 
76 
66 
64 
62 



55 
55 
48 
34 
55 
54 
62 
67 
61 
64 
70 
58 
60 
73 
51 
31 
55 
55 
51 
50 
59 
64 
46 
65 
61 
50 
52 



■297^ 

24.5 
27.5 
23.8 
17.6 
25.8 
24.7 
25.3 
27.8 
25.9 
27.6 
28.1 
25.6 
25.6 
28.4 
23.2 
18.2 
24.6 
23.6 
24.7 
22.6 
24.9 
26.4 
26.2 
27.6 
24.9 
22.9 
23.6 



"2?r 

12 

5 
12 
41 
10 

9 
13 

7 

8 

4 

6 
10 

8 

5 
15 
38 
14 
18 
12 
13 
13 

9 

2 

2 
13 
17 
17 



• UMCOAiwctiCulSUtoBoM^of UuMMft Ail ft|Mi rmfvW, PrinM in ttt* UniM SUUs »( Amcric*,- 



U11A) 



CONNECTICUT MASTgRY TESTI NG PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 8 




0:3TRICT 



SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



VERNON 

VOLUNTOM 

HALUNUFCMO 

HATEftSURy 

HATERfORO 

HATERT0I«4 

HESTBROOK 

HEST NARTFORO 

HEST HAVEN 

»€STQN 

»CSTPORT 

HETIIERSFXELO 

NZLUN6T0N 

HILTON 

WCNCHESTER 

KZNDHAH 

KINOSOR 

HINDSOR UXKS 

HOLCOIT 

HOOOSTOCK 

REGIONAL NO. 4 

REGIONAL NO. 5 

REGIONAL NO. 4 

REGIONAL NO. 7 

REGIONAL NO. 8 

REGIONAL NO. 10 

REGIONAL NO. 11 



334 

22 
437 
929 
199 
208 

58 
561 
364 
141 
265 
215 

63 
212 
125 
198 
266 
122 
170 

62 
134 
307 

54 
110 
204 
167 

60 



6 
3 
6 
3 
1 
4 
2 
6 
2 
2 
5 
3 
2 
5 
4 
6 
6 
2 
4 
2 
6 
6 
4 
6 
6 
5 
5 
6 



loq 80' 
9S 6e 
«0 77 
9e 65 
97 56 
9S 74 
95 7J 
LOC 75 
951 75 
82 



96 
95 
95 

Hoc 

9C 
95 
95 
97 
95 
97 
LOO 
LOO 
LOO 
lOC 
LOC 
LOC 
95 
95 
LOO 



8q 60|ioqioc ' 

84 



56 

91] 6e 

57 



60 66 
66 



80 8q 8C 
3^ 6£| 7B 



41 73 82 
2A 55 81 



13 37 



4£ 



65 



73 



91 86 
71 
57 61 
77 75 
72{ 83 
77 



8C 



8C 8C 
56 5£ 
50 82 
54 55 



40 80 IOC 
3fi 73 



50| 82 
62 



"2977" 
24.5 
27.5 
23.8 
17.6 
25.8 
24.7 
25.3 
27.8 
25.9 
27.6 
28.1 
25.6 
25.6 
28.4 
23.2 
18.2 
24.6 
23.6 
24*7 
22.6 
24.9 
26.4 
26.2 
27.5 
24.9 
22.9 
23.6 



20 
12 
5 
12 
41 
10 
9 
13 
7 
8 
4 
6 
10 
8 
5 
X5 
38 
14 
18 
12 
13 
13 
9 
2 
2 
13 
17 
17 
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



MATHEMATICS 1 OF 2 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




CONCCPTUAL UNOERSTANOINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 


TOTAL 
MATHEMATICS 


PAGE 6 



DATE TESTED: 10-6A 



Matttiy Crit«na for MCh objtctiv* U 
3 o( tltt 4 ittms corrtct 
RtfM««i SUndard is 7t 
o( th« t44 Ittms corract. 




• 1M CommCUM State Bom^ of Umcjma. All rif ho rr««/vwt. PrlflM In th* UAito4 Suut of Armtict, 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTIN G PRpGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 8 



MATHEMATICS 2 OF ^ 




DATE TESTED: 



Mastery Critcna (or each objecttvt is 
3 of (he 4 ittms correct 
Remedial SUndard is 78 
of th« 144 Items correct 



DISTRICT 



R^GioruL NO. 12 

REGIONAL NO. IS 

REGIONAL NO. 14 

REGIONAL NO. IS 

REGIONAL NO. 16 

REGIONAL NO. 17 

REGIONAL NO. 18 



UOf 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 



69 
106 
106 
216 
130 
161 

8.^ 



TOC 



100 
9S 
95 
96 
96 
9S 



SCORES (NDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



971 71] 96| 52 771 83 8d Oa 611 77\ 3S 



7A 8*3 

7C 86 

66 8S 

6£ 81 



62 2 

47 37 

57 32 

4£ 2<i 

5fi 3£ 



67 



33 



6ej 87) 7^ 7€ 
8C 77 



62 81 

67 6A 

65 76 

6S 8J 

'6£ 81 



7A 83 



46 63 26 
51 5€ 26 
5^ 61 



42 4S le 57 8^ 



50 6£ 



46 



7£ 



33 71 



46 71 92 



40 



64 87) 0<* 
72 72 2<l 
72 85 36 



771 



83 



86 



26.0 
25.2 
25.6 
26.0 
21.8 
25.4 
25.7 



6 
10 

8 

7 
18 
14 

8 



O tM Cofirt*cUk« Sut* Bo«r4 ol e^ucjOoA All fiflhw f»Mrv»<j. PrinUd in lh« 0/Mt»4 Suiti 0/ Am«nc*. 
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C Q^NECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE B\ DISTRICT REPORT 
G'lADES 



MATHEMATICS 1 OF 7 



DATETESTCD: 



UUsttiy Cnltna fof tach obj*ciivt Is 
3 o( th« 4 ittms correct 
Rtmtditl SUndard is 78 
of thft 144 nuns corrtd 




DISTRICT 



Vod 1 T6tAL 

TOC 2 TOTAL 
TOC 3 TOTAL 
TOC ^ TOTAL 
TOC 5 TOTAL 
TOC « TOTAL 
STATE TOTAL 



#0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 



6,416 
7,403 
6,Z9X 
3,403 
2,386 
30,832 



TOC 



SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



8) 



72 70 
M 77 



95 
9^ 
9^ 
95 
93 



94 



25. 4 
22.9 
26.2 
25.7 
24.0 
23.7 



"52 
IX 
18 
9 
9 
15 
17 



• IM CoMMCtiCul St«M bcM4 ol UuccuOA AJ| light* iturvkd PnnU4 tn th* Un<t*4 SUtts ol Am«nc«, 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 8 



nc I TOTAL 
TOC Z TOTAL 
roc S TOTAL 
roc 4 TOTAL 
TOC S TOTAL 
TOC 4 TOTAL 
STATE TOTAL 



DISTRICT 



STUDENTS 
TCSTEO 



4.n4 

7»405 



TOC 



SCORcS INOICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



Ssj 5^ £c( ^4 33] IS 4d id 

62] 3^ 70 63 36 



41 



72 6£ 



77 



25.4 
22.9 
26.2 
25.7 
24.0 
23.7 



IX 
X8 
9 

X5 
X7 



MATHEMATICS 2 OF 2 
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APPENDIX I 
State by District Report - October 1986. 
Grade Eight Language Arts Test Results 



f-7 
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 


DEGREES OF 




PAGE I 


WRITING 1 LOCATING 
MECHANICS i INFORMATION 


USTENING 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


READING 
POWER (DRP) 


WRITING SAMPLE 




MASTERr CRITERIA 
( « CORRECT/ n POSSIBLE) 


9/12 


6/8 


11/15 


3/4 


8/12 


3/4 


3/4 


12/16 


6/8 


10/14 


10/14 
































DISTRICT 


«0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


TOv 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 








AiiSONXA 


127 




74 


66 


74 


6D 


64 


77 


51 


64 


67 


44 


45 


7.i 


36 


it 


53 


6\ 


io 


i2 


lo 


"ia 




l2 


9 


4 




2] 


ASHFORD 




6 


B5 


76 


63 


6D 


91 


76 


74 


63 


76 


50 


59 


6.3 


17 


17 


65 


64 


17 


0 


0 


24 


26 


22 


17 


11 


5.7 


C 


AVON 


I5D 




BB . 


61 


93 


69 


94 


69 


76 


79 


BB 


77 


63 


9.4 


12 


11 


77 


68 


12 


2 


3 


11 


25 


27 


22 


9 


5.( 


5 


BERLIN 


161 




BI 


74 


64 


63 


92 


60 


SB 


76 


77 


59 


61 


6.3 . 


16 


17 


66 


64 


16 


6 


11 


39 


16 


16 


7 


3 


4.i 


17 


eETHEL 


191 




B2 


73 


66 


B5 


92 


67 


69 


76 


BD 


69 


69 


6.7 


16 


15 


70 


65 


15 


1 


2 


17 


24 


21 


21 


14 


5.1 




6L00nriEL0 


17D 


2 


SB 


70 


72 


76 


60 


6; 


54 


66 


7D 


51 


57 


7.2 


31 


18 


50 


56 


31 


7 


9 


22 


22 


15 


15 


IP 


5.] 


li 


.BOLTOK . 


^5 




B4 


73 


91 


69 


66 


69 


69 


76 


76 


76 


64 


6.6 


20 


7 


73 


65 


20 


Z 


7 


22 


27 


27 


11 


4 


5.2 


t 


aOZRAH 


IB 


5 


B3 


67 


94 


61 


63 


C7 


61 


67 


72 


5D 


76 


7.6 


22 


11 


67 


64 


22 


0 


0 


39 


28 


28 


6 


0 


5.C 


C 


6RANFOR0 


233 




BI 


71 


64 


62 


66 


63 


67 


66 


75 


60 


66 


6.2 


26 


11 


64 


62 


26 


3 


2 


16 


20 


24 


19 




5.£ 


1 


BRIDGEPORT 


I»030 


I 


54 


52 


54 


61 


66 


54 


43 


32 


52 


24 


26 


5.3 


54 


la 


28 


53 


54 


9 


17 


28 


22 


13 


7 




4.« 


27 


BRISTOL 


575 


3 


75 


65 


77 


76 


79 


73 


54 


62 


65 


51 


55 


7.3 


24 


20 


56 


61 


24 


9 


14 


26 


21 


13 


14 


4 


4.; 


22 


BROOKFIELO 


190 




64 


75 


65 


79 


86 


6D 


72 


79 


6D 


69 


71 


6.6 


18 


13 


69 


64 


18 


5 


9 


24 


28 


17 


10 


7 


5.C 


I^ 


BROOKLYN 


B9 


6 


.69 


64 


76 


75 


76 


55 


44 


52 


66 


45 


45 


6.7 


36 


19 


43 


58 


38 


2 


8 


25 


2. 


25 


13 


0 


5.( 


IC 


CANAAN 


II 


6 


B2 


73 


IDO 


IDD 


91 


62 


62 


45 


73 


55 


62 


6.6 


0 


36 


64 


65 


0 


0 


9 


18 


36 


9 


9 


18 


S.f 


c 


CANTERBURY 


67 


6 


90 


73 


67 


75 


66 


62 


79 


73 


76 


69 


69 


6.6 


25 


9 


66 


63 


25 


2 


3 


29 


15 


24 


9 


18 


5.C 


t 


CANTON 


75 




B7 


63 


93 


69 


IDD 


65 


60 


63 


67 


67 


72 


9.5 


4 


11 


65 


70 


'4 


5 


4 


23 


17 


25 


19 


7 


5.^ 


t 


CHESHIRE 


323 


2 


B5 


65 


92 


64 


95 


65 


79 


66 


67 


76 


74 


9.3 


10 


ID 


60 


69 


10 


2 


7 


14 


16 


22 


19 


19 


5.{ 


c 


CLINTON 


161 


5 


66 


69 


64 


64 


86 


79 


75 


75 


74 


60 


63 


6.4 


23 


17 


60 


61 


23 


9 


14 


28 


20 


19 


8 


2 


4.^ 


Zl 


COLCHESTER 


lOB 


5 


65 


76 


76 


77 


ai 


69 


6^ 


61 


67 


59 


62 


7.6 


21 


14 


65 


63 


21 


6 


5 


19 


19 


2^ 


16 


13 


S.i 


IC 


CDLUI«IA 


39 


5 


77 


64 


65 


67 


90 


65 


£2 


62 


74 


59 


59 


6.4 


21 


15 


6^ 


63 


21 


0 


11 


14 


20 


29 


11 


14 


SA 


13 


CDRiMALL 


6 


6 


100 


100 


100 


lOD 


IDO 


ICD 


100 


100 


100 


100 


10 G 


II. 0 


0 


0 


lo6 


75 


0 


6 


17 


0 


17 


33 


33 


0 


5.7 


17 


COVEKTPY 


126 




79 


66 


63 


79 


65 


61 


53 


67 


70 


60 


60 


7.6 


16 


rz 


b\i 


63 


10 






15 


le 


lb 


ZB 


14 


0.7 


* 


CROrllELL 


97 




64 


71 


61 


76 


66 


76 


56 


69 


74 


61 


6S 


6.1 


23 


13 


64 


61 


23 


5 


13 


36 


16 


21 


4 


4 


4.^ 


I« 


DAieURY 


563 


3 


65 


61 


69 


72 


62 


70 


54 


56 


62 


46 


45 


6.9 


35 


17 


48 


58 


3!: 


9 


^2 


21 


26 


17 


9 


6 


4.< 


2] 


OARIEN 


205 


2 


67 


62 


96 


66 


94 


62 


61 


60 


61 


75 


64 


9.3 


9 


12 


78 


68 


V 


2 


2 


22 


32 


17 


16 


10 


5.1 




DERBY 


95 


5 


65 


69 


72 


64 


60 


62 


56 


46 


72 


39 


39 


6.7 


42 


17 


41 


56 


42 


6 


6 


23 


20 


14 


18 


11 


5.2 


I£ 


EASTFORO 


10 


6 


100 


50 


9D 


6D 


6D 


6D 


7D 


7D 


7D 


30 


50 


7.7 


20 


50 


30 


62 


20 


0 


0 


20 


60 


0 


20 


0 


5.2 


C 


EAST GRANBY 


51 




62 


73 


62 


62 


66 


71 


76 


62 


76 


57 


65 


6.4 


la 


8 


75 


65 


IB 


0 


8 


18 


28 


20 


10 


16 


5.£ 





( tl&4 COAMctiCift Sum ao^rtf ol (ouc«t>on Alt righu rvstrvttf. Prinud m U.SA 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TCSTIMG PBOflBAU 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


WRITING 
MgCHANtCS 


LOCATING 
INFORMATION 


LISTENII^G 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 



TOTAL 
lANGUAGE 
ARTS 



DEGREES OF 
' READING 
POWER (ORP) 



WRITING SAMPLE 



LANGUAGE ARTS 



PAGE 



DATE TESTED: lO-«4 




MASTERY CRITERIA 
( # CORRECT/ U POSSIBLE) 



DISTRICT 



EAST HAOOAH 

EALT HAHPTON 

EAST HARTFORD 

EAST HAVEN 

EAST LYHE 

EASTON 

EAST HINOSOR 

ELLZN6TQN 

ENFIELD . 

FAXRFZELO 

FARHXNGTON 

FRAMCLIN 

GLASTOhBURY 

GRANBY 

GREEIMICH 

GRISHOLO 

6ROT0N 

GUILFORD 

NAHCEN 

HARTFORO 

HARTUNO 

KENT 

KILLINCLY 

LEBANON 

LEDYARO 

LISBON 

LITCHFIELD 

KAOZSON 



7T 

104 
34B 
167 
185 
77 
67 

459 
398 
162 
28 
522 
112 

102 
368 
246 
341 
1*304 
14 
37 
182 
80 
229 
50 
78 
213 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 











83 


70 


79 


71 


79 


7i 


62 


68 


IT 


— 5i 


65 


5 


86 


62 


90 


83 


68 


77 


70 


75 


71 


65 


72 


2 


69 


62 


73 


76 


64 


70 


52 


63 


68 


51 


51 


Z 


64 


63 


74 


74 


79 


63 


58- 


59 


62 


37 


46 


4 


80 


72 


86 


85 


93 


64 


62 


68 


83 


75 


77 


4 


75 


87 


87 


86 


92 


76 


66 


71 


62 


73 


77 


4 


65 


60 


81 


67 


67 


71 


52 


55 


71 


51 


52 


4 


as 


82 


85 


90 


97 


84 


76 


75 


8c 


68 


69 


3 


68 


63 


80 


79 


63 


73 


53 


60 


65 


51 


50 


Z 


84 


75 


87 


87 


91 


65 


66 


80 


81 


70 


71 


4 


77 


78 


91 


90 


98 


90 


68 


72 


90 


82 


75 


5 


75 


71 


79 


64 


96 


62 


54 


71 


75 


50 


54 


4 


88 


71 


92 


85 


94 


64 


74 


64 


85 


80 


82 


4 


76 


49 


86 


79 


94 


85 


67 


71 


79 


71 


72 


2 


80 


77 


87 


84 


69 


62- 


69 


76 


62 


71 


73 


4 


78 


56 


70 


71 


80 


72 


52 


51 


71 


43 


53 


3 


76 


65 


75 


74 


63. 


73 


57 


61 


76 


54 


52 


4 


83 


73 


87 


82 


68 


60 


70 


71 


77 


67 


69' 


Z 


65 


67 


76 


72 


62 


70 


51 


54 


72 


56 


62 


I 


43 


46 


43 


60 


66 


47 


41 


32 


46 


21 


27 


6 


93 


71 


100 


79 


93 


66 


79 


100 


93 


71 


71 


6 


86 


84 


83 


89 


100 


89 


64 


62 


83 


86 


81 


6 


69 


60 


72 


71 


74 


65 


55 


55 


67 


42 


53 
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86 
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68 


56 


70 


74 


60 


66 


6 


70 


57 


78 


78 


67 


69 


64 


69 


76 


62 


64 


5 


90 


83 


92 


88 


68 


85 


76 


60 


81 


71 


74 



8.4 
7,3 
6.8 
8.7 
6.7 
7.1 
6.9 
7.3 
6.6 
9.1 
7.7 
9.2 
6.5 
8.7 
7.0 
7.5 
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7.3 
4.7 
9.4 
9.3 
6.6 
7.2 
6.3 
8.1 
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



CONNECTtCUT MASTERY TgSTIMG PROGRAM 



LANGUAGE ARTS 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 


DEGREES OF 




PAGE I 


WRITING 1 LOCATING | USTENING 
MECHANICS llNPOAMATiON | COMPREHENSION 


REAOir^G 
COMPRF:HENSION 


LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


READING 
POWER (ORP) 


WRITING SAMPLE 



DATE TESTED: lO-«* 




MASTE".Y CRITERIA 
( H CORRECT/ n POSSIBLE) 


8/12 


W8 


11/15 


3/4- 


9/12 


3/4 


3/4 


12/16 


6/8 


to/14 


10/14 
































DISTRICT 


#0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


TOC 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUOENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 
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77 


65 


78 


tz 


84 
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61 


63 


67 


54 


59 
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26 
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16 
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HAHSFZELD 
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70 


64 


77 
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18 


11 
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67 
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15 
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5.C 
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64 
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74 


79 
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52 


56 
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49 
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7.1 
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 8 




DISTRICT 



SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 
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PRESTON 
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RZOCEFIELD 

ROCXy Hill 
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SALISBURY 
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SHELTON 
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SOOTHZNCTON 

SOUTH KXNDSOR 

SPRAGUE 
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



COMMgCTICUTI 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 


DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER {DRP) 


WRITING SAMPLE 


PAGE 5 


WRITING 1 LOCATING 
MECHANICS i INFORMATION 


LISTENING 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


LANGUAGE 
ARTS 
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 6 
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CCNNgCTICUT MASTERY TES TING PROGRAM 



STA^E BY DISTRICT REPORT 
GRADE 8 



^Nr.UAGE ARTS 




DISTRICT 



Toe I YbTiO. 

TOC Z TOTAL 
TOC 5 TOTAL 
TOC 4 TOTAL 
TOC 5 TOTAL 
TOC « TOTAL 
STATE TOTAL 



SlUOEUTS 
TCSTCO 



4*405 
. 7*424 
4»295 
5»404 
2*590 
50*055 



SCORtS REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTtVE 
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APPENDIX J 
Type of Community Classifications 
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ERIC, 



TYPE OF COMMUNITY 



TOC 1 « LARGE CITY - a town with a population of more than 100,000. 

TOC 2 » FRINGE CITY - a town contiguous with a large city, and with a 
population over 10,000. 

TOC 3 » MEDIIM CITY - a town with a population between 25,000 and 100,000 and 
not a Fringe City» 

TOC 4 » SMALL TOWN (Suburban) - a town within an SMSA* with a population of 
less than 25,000, not a Fringe City. 

TOC 5 =» SMALL TOWN (Emerging Suburban) - a town with a population of less than 
25,000 included in what was a proposed 1980 SMSA but not included in a 
1970 SMSA. 

TOC 6 « SMALL TOWN (Rural) - a town not included in an SMSA, with a population 
of less than 25,000. 



*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 
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APPENDIX K 
Student Participation Rates 



-91- 



135 



PARTICIPATION RATES FCR EIGHTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOPU YEAR 1956-1987 



WSTRICT 

fANSOHIA 
^i^SHFORD 
rxAVON 
8ERLIH 
BETHEL 
tBlOOMFIELO 
pOlTON 
^BOZRAH 
^IRANFORD 
BRIDGEPORT 
•^fBRISTOL 
BROOKFIELD 
IBROOKLYN 
'jCANAAN 
;CANT£R&URY 
,€AHTON 
CHESHIRE 
CLINTON 
COLCHESTER 
COLUMBIA 
[CORNNALL 
(COVENTRY 
JCROMNELL 
IDANBURY 
^:DARIEN 
IDERBY 
?EASTFORD 
gEAST GRANBY 
AEAST HADDAM 
^EAST HAMPTON 

EAST HARTFORD 
5EAST HAVEN 
^EAST LYME 

EASTON 
^ EAST WINDSOR 
WELLINGTON 
>iENFIELD 
C^FAIRFIELD 
l^FARMINGTON 
JFRANKLIN 
KGLASTOMBURY 
GRANBY 
GREENWICH 
miSWOLD 
J,GR0TON 
[>^GUILFORD 
^l>HAMDEN 
^^HARTFORD 
HARTLAND 
;?KENT 
KILLIN6LY 
^LEBANON 
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EIGHTH-GRADE 
POPULATION 
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390 
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40 
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STUDENTS 
ELIGIBLE 
FOR TESTING 
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67 
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10 

50 
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105 
359 
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77 
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411 
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79 



PERCENT OF STUDENT 
POP EXEMPT 
FROM TESTING 
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PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 
MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READINO^^i 
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97.3 


97.3 


96.3 


96.8 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 
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PARTICIPATION RATES FOR EIGHTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR X986-1987 



TOTAL 

EIGHTH-G!^ADH 
POPULATION 

232 
53 

79 
228 
504 
111 
561 
374 
463 
258 
243 
335 
515 
219 
208 
1121 
297 
196 
310 
272 
153 

42 
219 

66 
685 
383 
106 

85 
182 
182 
172 

32 

94 

60 

94 
120 
306 
•127 

44 

25 
138 

16 
342 

21 

321 
ot 

4/5 
249 

28 
120 
773 

31 
169 



STUDENTS 
ELIGIBLE 
FOR TESTING 

229 
49 
78 
215 
486 
108 
499 
363 
463 
255 
223 
319 
419 
216 
204 
1026 
288 
162 
288 
263 
149 

38 
212 

66 
663 
366 
105 

85 
165 
180 
163 

32 

94 

60 

90 
113 
306 
126 

42 

21 
138 

15 
314 

21 
317 

88 
470 
249 

27 
112 
662 

31 
158 



PERCENT OF STUDENT 


PERCEI 


POP. EXEMPT 


FROM TESTING 


MATHEMATK 


1.3 


100.0 


7.5 


100.0 


1.3 


98.7 


5.7 


97.7 


3.6 


98.8 


2.7 


97.2 


11.1 


96.6 


2.9 


98.6 


0.0 


97.8 


1.2 


100.0 


8.2 


99.6 


4.8 


97.8 


18.6 


95.0 


1.4 


99.1 


1.9 


98.5 


8.5 


Q5.1 


3.0 


luo.o 


17.3 


100.0 


7.1 


99.3 


3.3 


98.1 


2.6 


100.0 


9.5 


100.0 


3.2 


100.0 


0.0 


93.5 


3.2 


97 .0 


4.4 


96.7 


0.9 


100.0 


0.0 


100.0 


9.3 


100.0 


1.1 


98.5 


5.2 


98.8 


0.0 


100.0 


0.0 


98.9 


0.0 


100.0 


4.3 


98 .9 


5.8 


100.0 


0.0 


100.0 


0.8 


100.0 


4.5 


100.0 


16.0 


100.0 


0.0 


99.3 


6.3 


lUO.O 


8.2 


96.8 


0.0 


100.0 


1.2 


98.4 


3.3 


98.9 


1.1 


100.0 


0.0 


99.6 


3.6 


100 0 


6.7 


99.1 


14.4 


98.3 


0.0 


ICO.O 


6.5 


98.7 
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PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 
LAHGUAGE ARTS WRITING 



100.0 

100.0 
96.2 
98.6 
97.1 
97.2 
96.8 
97.8 
98.3 

100.0 
99.1 
98.1 
95.0 
99.5 
99.0 
93.7 

100.0 
99. <i 
99.0 
98.5 
98.0 

100.0 
98.1 
98.5 
96.4 
95.9 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
98.3 
98.8 

100.0 
98.9 

100.0 
96.7 



98 

100 

100 
97 

100 

100 

100.0 
95.9 

100.0 
98.7 
98.9 

100.0 
99.6 

100.0 
99.1 
98.5 
96.8 
98.7 



100.0 
100.0 

98.7 

98.6 

98.8 
100.0 

99, 
100. 

99. 
100. 
100. 

99. 
100. 
100. 

99. 

97. 
100. 



.4 

.0 
.1 
.0 
.0 
.4 
.0 
.0 
.0 
.4 
.0 



100.0 



99 
100 

99 
100 
100 
100 

99 
100 
100 
100.0 
100.0 

98.9 

99.4 
100.0 

97.9 
100.0 

96.7 
100.0 

99.7 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.7 
100.0 

99.7 
100.0 
100.0 

99.6 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

98.7 



100. Oi 



PARTICIPATION RATES FOR EIGHTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1986-1987 



TOTAL 
EIGHTH-GRADE 
POPULATION 



STUDENTS 
ELIGIBLE 
FOR TESTING 



PERCENT OF STUDENT 
POP EXEMPT 
FROM TESTING 



465 




O • 3 


127 


1Z5 


1 • O 


85 


85 


n n 
U • U 


117 


107 


fl c 

o . o 


1^7 


147 


n n 
U • U 


263 


238 




353 


350 


0 .8 


5 


5 


0 . 0 


340 


339 


0 . 3 


26 


24 


7 .7 


463 


438 


5 . 4 


1003 


952 


5 . 1 


206 


199 




226 


208 


8 . 0 


58 


52 


10 . 3 


575 


563 


2.3 


438' 


373 


14 .8 


141 


141 


0.0 


Zo5 




7 n 


222 


216 


2.7 


65 


63 


3.1 


212 


212 


0.0 


131 


126 


3.8 


236 


214 


9.:; 


269 


268 


0.4 


115 


113 


1.7 


172 


171 


0.6 


62 


62 


0.0 


139 


134 


3.6 


307 


307 


0.0 


65 


54 


16.9 


123 


110 


10.6 


204 


204 


0.0 


170 


167 


1.8 


60 


60 


0.0 


72 


69 


4.2 


108 


103 


4.6 


111 


106 


4.5 


231 


221 


4.3 


137 


130 


5.1 


172 


160 


7.0 


85 


83 


2.4 



PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 
MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING 



00 X 


7 7. 


5 


99 . 8 


00 7 

7 7 . C 


100 . 


Q 


99.2 


OR R 

7 O . O 


Q7 

7 # . 


5 


98 .8 


00 1 


7 7 < 


1 
X 


99 ! 1 


inn n 


X u u < 


n 
u 


100.0 


OS X 
70 . 0 


07 

7 / « 


1 

X 


98 ! 3 


99 . / 


00 
7 7 , 


7 
1 


inn n 

X u u . u 


100 . Q 


inn 
iUU 


n 
U 


1 nn n 
X u u . u 


97 .6 


O fi 
70 


0 
c 


OR R 

70 . 0 


0 1 "7 

91 . / 


01 

7 JL 


7 


Ql 7 

7 X . # 


O fi o 
9o . 7 


OR 
76 


0 


00 R 
77.0 


89 . 9 


ft 0 
07 


•i 


OR 6 
7 J . f 


99 . 3 


00 

7 V 


vJ 


00 R 

7 7.3 


9o . o 


OA 
70 




96 .6 


100.0 


inn 
iUU 


U 


1 nn n 
xuu . u 


99 . 1 


0 0 
99 


0 


inn fl 
xuu . u 


93.8 




e 
D 


00 ^ 

7 7 . D 


100.0 


inn 
iUU 


n 
U 


1 flfl fl 
xuu . u 


98 . 9 


98 


,9 


100.0 


99.5 


98 


.6 


99.5 


100.0 


100 


.0 


loa.o 


100.0 


99 


.1 


100.0 


97.6 


96 


.0 


100.0 


89.7 


90 


.2 


94.4 


99.3 


99 


.3 


99.6 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


98.3 


98 


.2 


99.4 




100 


.0 


100.0 


lOC.O 


100 


.0 


100.0 


lUU.U 


lUO 


.0 


xOO.O 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


99.5 


99 


.0 


99.5 


99.4 


100 


.0 


lOU.O 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0- 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


98.6 


98 


.2 


98.6 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


lon.o 


100 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 
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